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ABSTRACT 

Using new information from the 1980 census and data' 
from a special study of Indian Student Certif^ication Forms in 1982, 
this revised report was submitted in lieu of the initial 1982 Report 
to Congress on the Definition of Indian. The report presents 
estrmates which respond to the following points in the Statutory 
mandate: number of Indian children eligible and served under part A 
of the Indian Education Act; consequences of eliminating descendants 
in the second degree; and options for changes in the definition and 
their consequences. The report reaches two major conclusions 
concerning the relation of definitions to. counts of Indian children: 
the term Indian has no singular meaning and efforts to stabilize 
Indiaji counts by means of added precision in the questions relied on 
for identifying Indian children are likely to hAve just the opp^^site 
effect. The appendices provide an analysis c^f defects in the 
estimates contained in the 1981 Report'on the Definition of Indian; a 
description of the special study of the Indian Ce'^ttif ication (506) 
Forms; an evaluation of the 1^60 census data on Indians; and 10 
detailed State tables pertaining to Indian children enrollment. 
(ERB) 
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EXECUTIVE S U M M A R Y 



On September 24, 1981 , -the^ Department of Education submitted an Inltlal^ 
report to the Congress on the Definition of Indian*. , This report 
contained comprehensive information on Federal and State-recognized 
tribes, as well as valualile expressions of the views of metobers of 
Indian communities. However, for reasons set forth in Appendix A, the 
estimates of Indian children In this earlier report could not be 
endorsed. Accordingly , ^furth6r work was undertaken which has result^ed 
in the present report . 

Using new information from the 1980 Census, plus data obtained this * 
year from a special study of Indian Student Certification Forms on 
file in local education agencies participating in the Part A Indian 
Education Program., the Revised Report presents estimates which respond 
to the following points in the statutory mandate: ' 

o nuniber of Indian children eligible and ^erv.ed under Part A 
of the Indian Education ktt; . 

o consequences of eliminating descendants in the second degree; and 

o otEev options for changes in the definition and their consequences. 

While the estimates presented in this report ^re based on sound methods 
and the best available data, their accuracy is nonetheless open to > 
question. The reason for .thls is that ther« exists ^o- single^ standard 
for judging the true -number of Indians. Evidence on this point ^ 
constitutes one of the major findings of our study. On the apparently 
simple question of the nul^ber of Indian children ages 5 to 17, our 
analysis of the Census data indicates the following: 

o More than half the Increase between 1970 and 1980 in the number 
of school-age Indian children is attributable to changes in 
reporting of race from non-Indian to Indian fpr individuals ages 
0 to 7 in 1970 and 10-17 in 1980. (Table 1 of Appendix C) 

o For 23 States, the 19^0 sample estimate of Indian race children 
exceeds the corresponding complete-count figure by 10 percent 
or more. We conclude from this that the Census race question more 
often elicited" an "American Indian" response when it was one of 
the-i«6re tTfen 50 questions on the sample questionnaire than when 
it wiis\ne just 7 q\iestlons on the short-form questionnaire .N:_ 
(Table lb<Si^ Appendix D) f 

o Substantial number^bf school-age children are reported to be 

only of Indian ancestry (i^-» with no second, non-Indian aficestry 
indicated), but no t^oF'the "Indian race. Jn 11 States, the number 
of such children was more than twice the number of Indian race 
children. (TabJLe 10 of Appendix D) ^ • ^ 
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Executive Summary (Continued) . /* 

p The behavior of State-level census statistics for Indian children ' 
In the last two respects just noted Is significantly related to: 
(1) the proportion that Indian race children represent of all 
school-age children in the State, (2) the percent of Indian race 
ch'lldren for whom a tribal affJ,liation was reported, and (3) the 
pexcent of Indian children from homes where an Indian language 
is regularly spoken* (Table 4 of Appendix C) 

Based on this ani. other evldetice presented, the report reaches the 
following conclusions concerning the relation' of definitions to counts 
of Indian children: ^ . ^ 

"A - 

o The term Ihdlan has no singular meaning . Counts obtained in 
response to the same question vary significantly over tlie, ^ 
.la response to the context in which the question is asked, and 
as a function of the social characteristics of local Indian 
populations, ^ - 

. o Efforts to stabilize Indian counts by means of added precision 
in the qu^estlons relied on for identifying Indian children are 
likely to have just the opposite effect , because complex 
questions produce confusion, with the result that responses 
* become even less predictable.^ 

Concerning the Impact of these problems of instability in counts of 
Indian children on. the Part A Program, the report presents two findings 
that of*fer somei reassurance : between 1976 and 1980, 'growth in Part A 
participation was greatest in those States where Indian counts ^are most 
stable, and as of 1980, these same States as^ a group had the highest 
participation rates (Tables 2-6 and 3-3). Other evidence shows that 
the educational .disadvantagemeut of Indian children (as measured by 
poverty rates, school dropout rates, and use of an Indian language )^s 
less severe in States characterized by lower Part A participation i?ates 
and less stable counts of Indian children (Table 5-1). 

The report contains no proposals, involving the Secretary of Education's 
exercise of his discretionary authority under clause (4) of the statutory 
definition of Indian (Section 453(a). of Public Law 92-318, as amended; i 
20 U.S.C. 1221h), and no recommendations concerning changes in that 
definition. However, as noted In , the repart (page 13),-* the Secretary 
is committed to making recommendations to tfhe Congress concerning 
possible changes in the statutory definition of Indian before the end 
of this calendar year (1982), and timely public * comment on tHIs report 
is therefore being solicited." ^ ^ 1 ^ 
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f . CHAPTER I ! PURPOSE, BACKGROUND, AUD gCOPEi OF THE STUDY 

A. The Legislative Mandate '• , " 

Section 1X47 of the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-561) ad^ed 

the following as subsection (b)^ to Section '453 of the Indian Education 

Act (Title IV of P^L.. 92-318): . 

"•..The Assistant gecretary of Health, Education, and Welfare for ^ 
Education, in consuWation with Indian tribes, national Inflian. v 

' organizations, and the Secretary of the Interior, shall supervise 
a thorough study and analysis of the definition of Indian contained 

* in subsection (a) and"submit a report on the results of such study& 
and analysis to Congress liot later than January 1, 1980. Such 
study and analysis shall include, but not be limited tp-'- 

(1) an identification of the total number of Indian children being 
served under this title; ^ ^ [ 

(2) an identification of the nUmber ,of Indian children eligible and 
served under each of the four clauses of such definition in * - 
such subsection; ^ ' ^ , ^ 

(3) an evaluation of the consequences of eliminating descendants 
in the second degree from the terms of such definition, or of 
specifying a final date by which tribes, bandsU and groups 
must be recognized, or of both; 0 " 

. . - <^ 

(4) other options for changes in the terms of such definition and 
an evaluation of the consequences of such changes, together 
with supporting data; , 

' (5) recommendations with respect to criteria for use by the Commissioner 
under the ruleipaking -authority contained in clause (4) of such 
subsectionv' v • 

On September 24, 1981, the Department o:^. Education submitted to the Congress 
an initial report on the Indian Definition Study contatnitlg valuable 
expressions of views obtained from members of Indian communities at fourteen 

public hearings, as well as^written testiinony, statements of official 

/ < \ \ . 

positions from Indian organizations, and information on federally recognized 

and non-federally recognized tribes. In his transmittal letter, however, 

Secretary Bell indicated that the Department of Education was unable to 



g[ndorse the report's estimates, and was , accordingly, undertaking further 
analysis based on more accurate information. This report contains the 



results of the Department's further analysis, and ics estimates and 

conclusions should be '^regarded as supplanting those of the previously 

} ^ • 

submitted rejfcrt. v 

. \ ■ - • . . 

B. Background of thfe Legislative Mandate - / . ^ 

The history of th^ Indian Education program, culminating in a mandate - 

I ' 

"for a study of the definition of Indian, covers a span of just ten years. 
In this period, the attention of Congfes^ and the nation was focused on 



the unmet needs of Indian ^children , a new program was created 
comprehensively address those needs, the program came under critical ^ 



review (and restrictive changes were proposed), and- finally a^legislative 
compromise was reached which left the scope of the program unchanged but 
called for further study ajad recommendations. Each of these phases of 
the program's history is* described below. . 



Documentation of unmet needs 



In 1968, in response to widespread concern among Indians and others about 
the conditions of Indian education ^^n the United States, the Senate^ 
Committee on Labor^and Public^ We I'f are formed the Subcopiittee on Indian 
Education with Senator Robert F, Kennedy as chairman, to study all ^ 



^aspects of Indian education in the, United Spates. Following an extensive 
series of hearings around the country, visits to Federal and local public 
schools serving Indian children, review of testimony from Indian' 
organizations and interested State and Federal agencies, and an examination 



of all available data, the Subcommittee issued a^ report, entitled: 
Indian Education; A National Tra^dy " A National Challenge, (1969). ' 
In this report, the Subcommittee declared that the national policies for 
^ education of American Indians were "a failure of major proportions," and 
documented, high dropout rates and low achievement among Indian students, 
inadequate levels of expenditure for their books and other instructional 

• materials, and a serious lack of attention ^o the social and emotional • ^ 
, needs of Indian s^tudents in the public schools. "While Indian education 

is receiving some financial assistance through Public Law 81-874," the ^ 
report said, "it is hardly enough to provide students with an equal 
educational opportunity . "^ The report also presented a long list of 
recommendations for legislative and administrative action t;o restructure 
and reform Iritfian education. Among these was a recommendation that "Ther'e • 
be presented toj|the Congress a comprehensive Indian education act to meet ^ 
the special education needs of Indians both in the Federal schools" and in \ , 
the public schools. "^ , 
Adoption of a broad approach to service * ^ 

In response to this rac<][mmeri^ation^ an Indian Education bill was introduced 
in^ the Senate on September 23,' 19f0 (S. 4388). This bill authorized 

• grants to local education agencies (LpAs) for a broad range of projects 

. . y 

designed to improve educational services to any child "who is an enrolled 
member of a tribe, band, or other organized group of Indians, or who is 
a descendant of any such member." On February 25, 1971, the proposed 



r ■ 

1 Senate Report No. 91-501, p. 54, quoted in the Congressional Record , 
U.S. Senate, November > 12, ^1969, p. 33858. 

2 \nate Report No. 91-501', p. 110, .quoted in the Congressional Record , 

U.S. Senate, February 25, 1971, p.. 3945. 
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act was amended Co become a part of S. 659, the ^Higher Education Act of 
1971,. with only a few changes. The definition of Indian was expanded to 
include "any individual who is an enrolled member of a tribe, band, or 
other , organized group of Indians, or who is a descendant- of any such 
niember or who is considered by the Secretary of the .Interljpr to be an 
Indian." , 

^v^men S.,659 was reported by the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare on August 3, 1971, the definition had once again been changed. 
The term. "Indian" for the purposes of the;' Indian Education Act now read: 

Any individual who Cl).is an enrolled member of a tribe, band, 
or other organized ^oup of Indians, including those tribes, 
^ bands, or groups terminated since 1940 and those recognized now 

. or in the future by the State in which they reside, or who' is a 
descendant, in the first or seconds degree , of any such member, or 
(2) is conside^red by the Secretary of. the Interior to be an Indian 
for any purpose, or (3) is au Eskimo or Aleut ^r other Alaska 
Native, or (4) is determined to be an Indian under regulations , ^ 
promulgated by, the Commissioner, after consultation with the National 
Advisory Counci^ on Indian Education, w^^ich regulations sfeall 
further define the te mi "Indian. "3 ^ 

The intent was to' 'be inclusive rather than exclusive i3 the definition 

' - . \ 

of eligibl^children, a point further emphasized in the Committee 's report : 



"One general ^principl^e which applies tp the range of Indian 
education amendments in this bill is that programs are addressed 
to all Indians, Eskimos > arid Aleuts in this country.' These - 
provisions recognize that as to urban Indians, terminated tr^ibes, 
and other non-federal Indians, there , exists a responsibility on 
'the part dt the Federal government — at minimum, 'remedial in nature — 
to providd educational assistance. Both the termination policies 
of jthe 1950s and the continuing relocation programs have intensifiTsd 
thi impoverishment and educational deprivation of many of ' the 
so-called ynon-federal Indians. Thus, the grant and entitlement 
provisions of this . bill, by applying to all Indians, are direpted 
in part at remedying the consequences af past Federal ptDlicies 
and programs."^ , . ^ ' 

Education Amendments of 1971^Reporp pf the Committee on Labor and '"Pubtl 
Welfare on S. 659, Senate Report No. ^92-346, August 3, 1971, p. 253. 

Educa-tion Amendments of 1971, Report of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare on S. 659, Senate Report No. 92-346, Augljst 3, 1971, p. 94. 

• ' « * 

- * ^ Q . 
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After minor amendments (Resigned, to further, amplify this comprehensive 
app^pach, the Act was signed into law on June 23, as Title IV of the ' 

Educatiok Amendments of 1972 (P. L.^ 92-318) . 

^ -I ' 

' Review and criticism * * , 

The new program was vulnerable to criticism on two points. First, while 

the amount of an LEA*^ ^rajit was to /be baifeed on the tbtalf number of* Indian 

students enrolled, the LEA was*under no obligat;lon to ensure that all 

those students benefited. Second,. with virtually no guidelines for counting 

'"elig'lble children, LEA^s sometimes reported numbers that were inconsistent 

♦ * 

or highly questionable. ^ ^ * 

Both of these points figured prominently in a GiO report submitted to th^ 

Congress on March 14, 1977. One of the examples provided in 'the report described 

six LEAs with Indian enrol Iments'^ totaling 11,700, whe^ o/ly 4,700 (40 percent) 

of these children were in schocfls actually served by projects addressing the 

education of Indian children (Part A of the Indian Education Act). Among the . ^ 

six LEAs, the ^proportion of/ children available to be served ranged from 12 

to 67 percent. The GAG team also found three cases (out of twelve reviewed) 

where the reported figure fo*r Indian enrollment more than doubled in a 

single year, resulting in proportionate/ increases in the size of their 

Part /\ ^grants. Commenting on these findings, the House Education and 

Labor Committee report on H.R. 15 sta^M; 

^ At present, the definition of "Indian" is sd^ broad th^t the 
Committee has seen the abuse in the counting of* children who 
a^e eligible to participate under the program and the 
inability of- program Npeople in the Office»of Education to 
effectively monitor tWfe participation in thi^ program or evaluate 
its results. 5 




5 House Report No. 95-1137, p. 126. 

^ ■ 
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The Committee recommended tightening the ,def 
descendants In the second degree • 



limtlon 



by eliminating 



1. 



- Compromise and further study 



i J 



•On July 13, 1978, Congressman Qui.e of Minnesota successfully spons^^^pi^fl 



an amendment on the House floor which deleted the CoiMiittee'^s proposed^ ^'^^^^ 



exclusion of second-degree descendants', and left the^etf inition as en^c^|'^d \\ 
^n 1972. In lieu of the* Committee ^s change. Quiets amendment . resulted - • ij 

three new sections in P. L. 95-561: (1) Section 1147» mandating ^a study of the ; ' 
definition of Indian to be conducted by th^ Assistant Secretary of Education; 



\ 



(2) Section 1148, establishing requirements regarding the kin^s of dat^'' 

. /■ - ■-i), 

to be collected .in verifying a child *s' eligibility under Pa^t A; and (|) ; /; 

a new Section 1149 establishing a method .of monitoring Paft A project^ !i r ' 

(tolling audits). 6 ^ * T ' V, 

/■■■ ^ ■ "\ 

C. The Previously Submitted Report 

The study mandated by Section 1147 *was forwarded to Congress on 
September 24, 1981, but in his transmittal letter Secretary Bell stated 
that the Department of Education could not endorse 4the report as presenting 
an "accurate or complete- description of the size of Indian groups." The ; 
reasons given for this lack of confidence in the report 's .estimates 
included reliance on "faulty inf ormation*^'^ "weak or even inporrect" 
methodology, and conflicting evidence which had just become available^ 
from the 198b Census. In concluding, the .Secretary indicated that steps 
would be taken to correct the report *s inadequacies and that a further 
report 'would be submitted in ab9Ut one year^.B ^ 

6 Congressional Record , House , July 13, 1978, pp. H6660-H6662. 

11 -l. 
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II. 

■III 
11 



A detailed analysis of errors affecting the estimates of the previous 
report is preseritad in Appendix A* The conseque*nces of those errors, . . 
relative^ to the report's fd<ndings on major paints of interest to the 
Congress, will also 5e noted in relevant sections of the next three chapters/ 
Here we limit 'ourselves to a brief description of three major problems 
affecting the earlier report's esitimates , indicating in each case, the 
new sources of information which we rel5%)n for making Uhe necessary 
"corrections. - • ' ^ 



{ 



Inf lilted projections of school-age India n ch ildren ' 

In the absence of information from the 1980 Census^, the previous* report 

* J! 

V ' . . . 

depended on projections for 1980, bSsTed on data from- the 1970 Census, 
information on birt^^ls, and certain assumptions about shifts in- racial 
^identification/ Demographic analysis suggested that the^proje^ed figure 
of 495,600 Indian children (ages 5-17) was impossibly high, and thite was 
confirmed by early results from the 1980 Census which indicated a total count 
of 405,800 for this group. Accordingly, the ^Department arranged to 'have 

'the Bureau of the Census produce a set of special tabulations for school- 
age Indians, and it is on these results that our estimates rely^. 

> V 



Incomplete sampling universe 



To estimate t'he number of Indian enrollments in public school? districts 
v\ 

not participating in the Part A program, the pr^evious report relied on a 
special sample of^iistricts represented in an Office of Indian Education 
file. This "Part file contained information on about 2,500 non-Part A 
districts with Indian enrollments, but subsequent comparisons with the 
1976 Office of Civil Rights Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary 
School Districts indicate that the actual number of such districts is 
close to 5,900. In this re|)6rt, -we rel^n the 1976 OCR Directory for 

/ ^ 7 
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Information on Indian enrollments in unserved districts, and as a result, 

» 

our estimates are. higher by about 32,500. 

Defective questions dealing with first- and second-degree descent 
Although the Part A districts surveyed by the previous study were a 
valid sample (since all si)^j:h districts were included in the Part A file), 
the questions-deattng- with numbers of children (1) "considered Indians 
only by virtue of their natural parents " (and (2) grandparents ) were 

r 

logically defective. Specl-f ically, districts were asked to account for all 
their Indian enrollments under these two headings (plus a residual ca^gory 
for adoptions, foster children, fete), where they should have been asked 
to account for only children who were not members of a tribe in their own 
right. Apparently most districts in the sample complied with this - 
illogical requirement, because tabulations of the sample returns (contained 
in Appendix A of the previous report) indicate that first- and second-degree 
descendants account for 99 percent of the total Indian enrollments in 
Part A district^,. ' 

To obtain valid^ estimates of second-degre^ descendants—specifically 
called for in the^ study mandate — the Department decided to collect new 
evidence. Accordingly, individual student certification forms ("506" 
forms) »on file, in a national sample of 116 Part A districts were examined 
in the spring of 1982 and their contents systematically recorded. A full 
description of the sample and methoddlogy involved^ in this work is contained 
in Appendix B. The main findings are presented in Chapter II, and these 
findings are further 'assessed for their implications in t^%oncluding 
section of Chapter IV. * 
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D, Limitations of tfie Pre sent Study ^ . ^ 

Specific liiiiitati(yns of the present study are discussed be\ov, under 
headings taken from the language of the^ legislative mandate quoted in 
full on page 1. 

"Identification. . .of Indian children served under this Title/' 
. The-Indian Education Act' authorizes three basic programs — Part A 
Grants to Local Education Agencies and Indian-Controlled Schools, 
Part B Special Projects for Indian Students, and Part C Special Projects 
for Indian Adults. Indian^ children may receive services under Patts 
A and B, but the present study focuses exclusively on participation 
in Part A, since this program accounts fot>:^the greatest portion of 
services provided to Indian children. 
"Number df Indian children eligible and servqd..." 

Three progressively restricted meanings of "eligible" may be distinguished: 

(1) children who qualify as "Indian undej: the statutory definition, 

(2) only such children as are enrolled in LEAs or Indian-controlled 
schools eligible for Part A Grants (generally interpreted as excluding 
Indian children enrolled, in LEAs having fewer than 10 Indian students, 
as well as those enrolled in privately controlled schools), and 

(3) ^Indian children. enrolled in LEAs or Indian-controlled schools 
participating in the Part A program. 

Following the example" of the previous report, the present^ 
study undertakes to estimate numbers of eligible children 
under all three interpretations — that is, school-age Indian 
children, Indian children in LEAs eligible for Part A grants , and 

1 4^ 



Indian children In LEAs actually receiving Part A grants. Here it 

\ 

should be noted that estimates 'of the last group have sometimes been 
described as "served." 

< 9- 

k stricter interpretation of "served," however, would refer to Indian 
children who actually receive services or other benefits from activities 
supported by Part A funds within the local school district. Fifeld 
visits and reports suggest that this is a meaningful distinction, 
especially in large districts. While Part A grant allotments are 
based on a district's total Jndian enrollment, actual services may be 
provided only in schools 4tth. significant concentrations of Indian 
students. Thus, some eligible students in districts receiving Part A 
funds may go unserved. 

Unfortunately, this report has no new information to offer on the ^ 
subject of the numbers or proportions of Indian students; actually 
served within Part A districts as these data are not uniformly collected 
or reported. In an analysis presented later, we will display the 
quantitative implications of the previous study's finding on this 
point, but we continue to have very serious misgivings about the^ 
special survey (discussed in Appendix A) which pt-oduced this estimate. 

" Eligible and served under each of the four clauses" (of the definition) 

The four clauses referred to here appear in the statutory definition, 
as follows: 

"Section 453(a). For purposes of this title, the term "Indian" 
means any individual who (1) is a member of a tribe, band, or 
other organized group of Indians, including those tribes, bands, 



10 , 15 



or groups terminated since 1940 anS^hose recognized by the State 
in which they reside,' or who is a descendant, in the first or 
second degree, of any such member, or (2) is considered by the 
Secretary ^f the Interior to be an Indian for any purpose, or 
(3) is -an Eskimo or Aleut or, other Alaska Native, or (4) is 
determined to be an Indian under regulations promulgated by the 
Commissioner, after consultation with the National Advisory pouncil 
on Indian Education, which regulations .shall further define the 
term "Indian. "7 , 

Since criteria employed by the Secretary of the Interior are considerably 
more restrictive than clauses 1 and 3, and since the U.S. Commissioner 
of Education never issued regulations further defining the term "Indian," 
only two clauses- apply, and^s a practical matter, this amounts to 
distinguishing between Eskimos, Aleuts, or other Alaska natives, on 
the one hand, and all other children qualifying under the first clause, 
on the other. Using data from the "506" Indian Certification Forms 

on file in a sample of Part A districts in the Spring of 1982, we are 

I 

able to estimate the size ofi both groups of eligible children in the 
Part A universe. Using the 1980 Census data on race and school enrollment, 
we can present estimates of both groups? in public schools outside the 
Part A universe. Unfortunately, no information is available on- the 
numbets or proportions of children in these two groups who actually 

ft " 

received sjervices. * 

"Consequences of eliminating descendants in the second degree" 

Here again our estimates rely on the sample of - 506 forms just mentioned, 

so our examination of consequences is limited td a consideration of, 



7 Public Law 92-318, as amended; 20 U.S.C. 1221h. 
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the relative numbers of such children, and chaActeristics Part A 
districts which would be most affected by such a change in the statutory 
definition. 

i "Other options for changes >> .and their consequences" 

By making extensive use of the 1980 Census data on Indians, and comparing 
estimates from this source with school reports (made to the Dejiartment 's 
Q^ffice for Civil Rights) and to figures based on Part A applications, 
wfe provide a basis for evaluating the consequences of a definition 
which gives official standing to parental representatl<|^ns^ concerning 
the race of the^ child, since this essentially, is the operational 
definition of "Indian" employed by the Census^ Specifically, a child 
Is of the Indian race if the household informant completing the Census 
-form so represents the child, and one of the parents is. generally, the 
household informant. ^ \ * 

"Recommendations with respect to (new) criteria for use by the Commissioner' 

As noted above, clause (4) of the statutory definition authorized the 

t 

Commissioner of Education to promulgate regulations further defining 

the term "Indian" and, by implication, to extend recognition as Indians 

(f 

to groups not qualifying under the first threje clauses. The 

■ V 

1978 Education Amendments directed the Assistant Secretary for Education 
(of the then Department of Health, Education, and Welfare) to conduct 
a study 'of the definition of Indian, and up to that time, the Commissioner 
had made no use of the discretionary authority contained in clause (4). ' 
Accordingly, it seemed appropriate to the Congress to ask the 
Assistant Secretary for Education to also make recommendations with 
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respect to the Commissioner's exercise of this authority. However, 
aiider Che reorganization act vhich created the Departmeat of Sducatijpn, 
the Secretary of Education acquired the rights and obligations of 
both officers, and thus is under the obligat^ion of making recoounendat ions 
concerning his exercise of the discretionary authority originally 
given t(^ the Commissioner. . 

f 

The present report contains no proposals involving the Secretary 's 
exercise of his discretionary authority under clause (4), and no 
recommendations concerning changes in the existing statutory definition. 
On the latter point, however, it should be noted that the Secretary 
is committed to making recommendations to the Congress concerning ^ 
possible changes ill the statutory definition of Indian before the, end 
of this calendar year (198?^). ^ ?rior to making these recdfmmendations , 
public comment on the present report will be solicited and carefully 
^ weiijhed. Thus, the present report is limited to an examination of 
current evidence bearitlg on eligibility and service under Part A 
of the Indian Education- Act , based on alternative measures' and 
definitions. 



8 In his letter of February 12, 1982, to the cfiairmen of the Hoilse and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations, Secretary Bell described plans to obtain 
new data from the 1980 Census and a special study of ,"506" certification 
forms. He then went on to state: "Data from t;hese sources will become 
available for analysis between March and August. Accordingly, we are 
confident of being able to present revised estimates to the Congress 
this fall. My recommendations concerning any needed changes or 
alternatives in the current definition will be submitted before the » 



end of the year." 



CHAPTER II: PATTERNS OF PARTICIPATION IN THE PART A PROGRAM 



A. National Trends In Participation 

Table 2-1 presents the numbers of Part A students and grants for 
each year since 1976. Our examination commences with this year for two 
reasonsjL first, 1976 was the last year of steady ^owth l.n the Part A 
student counts, and second, detailed Information on earlier years Is not 
available in computer-readable form for analysis^.. 

Since 1976, there have been four reversals In the numbers of Part A 
students and-grants. -As Table 2-1 Indicates, however, year-toryear 
changes In the student and grant counts have been relatively modest. 
Overall, the seven-year period depicted here can be summarized in a single 



statement: roughly 1,100 grants were made each year to districts reporting^ 
aroun4 300,000 Indian enrollments. 



TABLE? 2-1. Total Part A Indian Students and Numbers of Grants, 
1976 to 1982, with Analysis of Year-to-Year Changes 



Year 



Number of Indian Students 



Total 



Part A Grants 



1976 302,100 

1977 297,100 

1978 325,000 

1979 337,600 

1980 328,400 

1981 29^,600 

1982 319,500 



Change from 




Percent 


Percent 


Previous 


Total 


New This 


Not 


Year 


Number 


Year 


Renewed 


+ 13.1% 


1,062 




16.3 


- 1.7% 


1,013 


12.3 


9.6 


+ 9.4%. 


1,086 


15.6 


7.4 


+ 3.9%" 


1,139 


11.7 


9.7 


- 2.7% 


1,135 


9.4 


10.2 


- 8.8% 


1,053 


3.8 


1.7 


+ 6.6% 


1,112 


6.3 





SOURCE: Special tabulation of the Part A Program Files for 1976-1980 
and 1978-1982. , 



The major surprise in this table appears in the last two columns. 
Underlying the relatively stable' number of\ grants there has J)een a good 
deal of movement in and out of the program \on the part of individual 
school districts. Specifically, in each of the four years, 1977 through 
1980, inore than a fifth of the participating districts were comm^cing or 

i 

ending their participation in that year (i.e., did not participate in the 

f ■ 

previous or ^following y^ar). This means that much of the change in total Indian 



student counts may be the net result of losses asBociated with districts 
not continuing in the program and gains associated with new districts 
entering the program. Table 2-2 confirms this speculation for changes 
observed over the period 1976 to 1980, ^ 

^ \b 

TABLE 2-2: Changes in Part A Participation of LEAs, 1976 to 1980: 
' , Total United States " 

J Number of LEAs buy' Indian Student Counts 

Part/Lcipation Status 1976 to 1980\ 

ln/1976 knd 1980 1976 1980 " Net Change 

859 LEAs in both years 27-4,800 279,400 - + 4,600 

203 in 1976 but not 1980 20,200 — ' -20,200 

276 in 1980 but not 1976 — 42,600 +42,600 

TOTALS 295,000* \ 322,000* +27,000 



* These totals are lower than those shown in Table 2-1 because of the 
exclusion of enrollments, in tribal* schools receiving grants in 1976 
and 1980. * * 



SOURCE: Part A Program File for 1976 



-1^80. 
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\ Increases in student counts of LESVs participating in both 1976 and 
1980 amounted to less than 2 percent over ithe four-year period. Thus, of 

the total increase of 27,000 observed over this period, 22,400 (83 percent) 

t> * 

ts attributable to the difference bet^^ee^^ the claims of new districts 
^and those of districts not continuing in the program. This is reassuring 

■ 15 
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evidence front the standpoint of the types of ^apparent abuses noted in the 

i977 GAO report,- where it observed that the claims of several districts 

more than doubled in a single year.^ At the same time, however, these 

findings are suggestive of less«conUnui ty in the delivery of Part A 

services than might be desired. In this connection, we need to remind 

ourselves that the §xperienhe of indivfdual States "averaged out" in %^ 

national sumifiaries. Thus, there is a question of whether the turnover 

t / f 

indicated in Table 2-2 might be concentrated in just a few areas, with 

correspondingly more serious implicatioAs for lack of continuity in ^ 

service. It is^to explore this and similar questions that we turn next 

toan examination of participation trends at the State level. 

% ■ ^ ^ 

B. o State-Level Participation Trends ' * 

Part A grants go "to LEAs in 41 States, but 90 percent of the Indian 

students counted for participation are in the 15 States with the largest 

Indian populations. Accordingly, most of our ^analysis is focused on these 

15 States. Readers interested in reviewing data for the other States 

\ 

should consult the tables in Appendix D. The Appendix tables also provide 
more precise figures, as text tables present data only to the nearest 100*^ 
(i.e., in thousands, with one decimal place). 

Table 2-3 shows the distribution of Part A Indian counts in 1976 and 

■ J ■ . 

in 3,980 for the 15 selected States, and also indicates how changes in 
LEA participation contributed to 'the total change in Indian students. 



i 



i Report to the Congress "W^he ComptrollerLJ3gKtfrral -of the United States. • 
Indian Education in the Public School System Needs More Dir ection from 
the Congress, HRr)-76-172, I4arch 14, 1977. 
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For example, Arizona reported a gain of 8,600 students between 1976 and 
1980 (32,800-24,-200). Inj^lan students in new:dlstrlcts (column 3) exceeded 

3^ \ 



those in "dropout" districts (column 2) by 6,900 (7,400-500) so the balance^ 
of the total gain (1,700 or 8,600-6,900) is attributable to increases 
in the claims of districts participating in t^ie .program in both years. 



TiBLE 2-3: Indian Student Counts of Part A LE4s in 1976 and 1980 
\^ with Separate Estiniates for "Dropout" and "New" Districts 



Estima tes in Thousan d s » 
Q 1 ^ , c 1976 But 1980 But . T^HT 

Selected State 1976 Not 1980 Not 1976 1980 - 

in (2) • (3). 



Alaska .I. 17 2 " i 7 o ^ 

Arizona :::::.: 24*2 i vl i^-^ 

California.^.... ^ 36:3 4*0' 5 5 37I ' " ' 

Michigan..; 19.4 ' 2.4 18*0 \ ' 

^^---sota 11.9 .3 * 11'^ ^ 

Montana 8.3 .4 1,5 93 

New Mexico 23.5 ' .1 if ■ ^l. 

New York 5.7 { - 0 

North Carolina 1217 .'i 14 J'? 

65.6 4.7 ll:t 
- 3.9 0 11 Vl ' 

SiSs.?!^!:!::::::::::: 1:1 .t ^"-'^ 

Washington is. 3 1.3 \ ' ii'l 

Wisconsin 7.O .1 

Subtotal. 1. 264.0 16.4 41 3 yqnl 

*A11 Others.., 31.0 3.8 LI '31 4 

TOTAL. U.S......... 295.0 20.2 42.6 322:0 ^ 

' 'all oth.'r.°-f '1 f ^'^^^P^^'^iciPate in the Pa rt A program'. Thus. 

ail others includes only the remaining 26 States. . .. . 

SOURCE; Offi.ce of Indian Education Part A Program File. 1976-1980. 

A wide range of descriptive concerns can be addressed by means of the * • 
data in Table 2-3. Here, we confine our discussion to a few examples: 
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o Major Part A States. Oklahoma, Calif orhia, and Arizona 

reported the largest numbers of Indian ^students in both years. 

o Major gafine^s .^ Oklahoma again leads the list, followed 
by Arizona. ^ 

o States showing lower counts in 1980 . This applies to Michigan, 
Minnesota, New York, and WiffConsln, 

o Top fifteen States versus "All Others". The 26 States in the 
"all other" category together accounted for only a little over 
10 percent of all Part A Indian students in both years. Their 
share of the total increase *7as below average (1.5 percent) 
while their sHare of students in districts riot^ continuing 
to 1980 was above average (3,800 out of 20,200 or about 19 . 
percent ) - ^ - 

o Sources of growth, in individual Stat&s » Of the 13,900 increase 
registered by districts in Oklahoma, 11,700 is attributable to 
the excess of Indian students in new districts over those in 
"dropout" districts. The remainder of 2,200 reflects increased 
claims of districts participating in both years.. 

We turn next to an examination^ of changes in the number of Part A 
grants which produced the Indian student counts displayed in Table ^ 2-3. 
Here again, we see in Table 2-4 that underlying the relatively stable 
counts of Indian students is a good deal of movement in and out of the 
program on the part of individual districts. 'For example , looking just 
at the number of grants to/LEAs in California for 1976 and 1980 (columns 
1 and 4), one could not guess that over this period 39 districts dropped 
out or did not have their grants^Senewed while 35 new districts came . 
into the program. 

As a group, the 15 major States exhibil^^more stability than those 
combined on the "all others" line, with a four-year retention rate of 82 
percent compared to 74 percent for the other 26 States . Among the 15, 
however, Texas and Michigan stand out with retentJLon rates of only 50 an 
68 percent, respectively. It is also noteworthy that just three States- 
California, Michigan, and Oklahoma — account for more than half of the 
"dropouts" and additions since 1976. 



TABLE 2 -"4 : Number of Part A Grants in 1976 and 1980, With "Dropout 
and New Dls^trlcts Shown Separately ^ 



Proportion of 



Selected States 



Total 

1976 

(1) 


T.976 But 
Not 1980 
(2) 


1980 But 
Not 1976 
(3) 


Total 
.1980 
(4) 


1976 LEAs in 
1980 Program 


46 


' 5 


' 3 , 


44 


.89 


40 


'2 


22 


60 


.95 


159 


39 


35 


155 


.75 


121 


39 


25 


107 


.68 


61 


10 


5 


56 


.84- 


39 


4 


14 


/ 

/ 49 


.90 . 


20 


•3 


' 6 


23 


.85 


16 


1 


0 


15 


' .94 


20 


1 


4 


23 




219 


33 


91 ' 


277 


. .85 


22 


3 


11 


30 


.86 


30 


7 


11.' 


.34 


.77 , 


8 

• 


4 




5 


i 

.50 


69 


8 


13 


b 

74 


.88 


35 


3 


6 




•91 


• 905 


162 


247 


990 


.82 



Alaska 

Arizona • • , 

California; • • • . 
Michigan. 

Minnesota 

Montana • • 

New Mexico. • • • . 

New Yo^k , 

North Carolina, 

Oklahoma • 

Oregon • , 

South Dakota* • . 

Texas • • • • 

Washington,-. . . . 
Wiscons in. . . . ; , 



AI 



1 Dt^iers 



157 



TOTAL, U.? 1,062 



41 
203 



29 

276 



145 
1,135 



.74 



.81 



SOURCE: Office of Indian Education Part A Program File , 1976-1980. 
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c\ Woups of States with SlMlar Characteristics 

In searchldg for significant patterns related to partlclpatloh In the,^ 

j ' 

Part A program, the ideal situation would be to have data on the social , 
and economic characteristics of every local distriot. This would make It^ 
possible to examlne^rtlcipatlon rates within classes of LEAs\ defined | 
in terms ojf' the virf ables ^of particular interest. To 'a very limited exteujj^l 
the 1976 Office for Civil Rights Survey of Public Elemeatary and Secondary 
School Districts permits this type of analysis, and we will draw on tjils 
survey in examining the relationship to participation of two factors? ; 
district size (total enrollments) and Che ratio of Indian students %o 

^ ; 

total enrollments in the district. ^ F6r the most part, however, we 

• .i^i! 
are limited at present to State-level data, and even when the list of | 

States being examined has been reduced to 15, it is sometimes difficult 
to discern patterns. For this reason, we are going to define five grqulps 
of States that exhibit some marked differences on characteristics of 
special interest to our study. 

We have already defined three groups of States: the 15 with the 
largest Indian populations, another 26 with at least one Part A grant 
recipient, an4 the remaining 9 States, plus the District of Columbi^;; . 
What we ifropose to do now is divide the 15 major States into three pups: 

ft f-^y. 

four States exhibiting the highest proportion of Indian children o|j^, . 
reservations (Group 1), four States where the highest proportions ^f^re 
living in urban (non-reservation) areas (Group 3), and the remain|jrig 7 
, oiajor States which fall in between Groups 1 and 3 on these chara|^^rlstics . 

■ : ■ I- 

2 Further analyses of this type will become possible in 1983 «|ien the 
^ National Center for Education Statistics completes the task re- 
aggregating the 1980 Census data to conform to school distr|^f 
boundaries. " 2^ >i 1 
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Table 2-5 displays the five groups . and sho^^v; they compare in. the _ 
aggregate on the three defining variables: size of Indian population. » 
proportion on reservations, ^nd proportion urban. non-reservation.\ ' 

Before turrring to an exam^Aati^o^ data on participation in Part A 
for these State groups, it is appropriate to stand Hack and cot^ider what " ^ 
we have created. There are two ways of l«iv:bving our understjiding of 
these grom^-esp'eciaUV of the first three groups which account for the 
15 major Indian States. First, we can identify other characteristics ^ 
which serve to further distinguish the groups-characteristics which ^ • 
"go along with" but ire logically independent of the differendes guaranteed • 
by our definition. Secondly, we can examine the' con/ribut ion of individual 
States to aggregate statistics for the groups that (nclud^ those States 
Doing this serves to set some cautionary limits on interpretations of . . 
differences between the three main groups.' For Ixample. referring back 
to Table .2.3, we can note -that Arizona and New Mexico are the dominant. 
States ih Group 1. accounting for 73 percent of the 1976 Part A Indian 
counts. In Group 2.'oklahoma stands out with 58 percent of the total, 
and nearly four times the 'contribution of Washington, the next larlest 

in this group. Finally, in Group 3. California is clearly the , 
dominant .State with 58 percent of th^ Part A count for 1976. while New 
York and Texas together account for only 11 percent of the group total. ^ 
Because of these tiifferences in relative size., it will sometimes be important 
to display State ranges on key statistics for the three groups to permit an 
evaluation of their internal consistency. 

3 We omit menti^ of the rural, non-reservation column here since it is 
logically implied by the first t^ proportions. 
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TABLE 2-5 / Definitional Characteristics of Five State Groups: 1980 

• '~ Proportions Not 

Estimated No. on Reservation 

Definition of Groups of Indians Proportion on and; 

Ages 5-17 Reservations Urban Rural 

Largest 315 Indian States (at 
least 8^50Q, Ages S-lTTl 

Group i s Over 58% on 

reservations— Arizona, ^ , 

Montana, New Mexico, and ,0-7 1 

South Dakota 111,800 .675 .187 .138 

Group 2 ; Not in group 1 
or 3-- Alaska, Minnesota, 
North Carolina, Oklahoma, 

Oregon, Washington, and ^ Anft LifK 

Wisconsin.... 136,200 - .114 .408 .478 

Group 3 : Over 60% in N 
urban areas — California, 

Michigan, New York, and - 7ao ifl9 

Texas! 92,700 .056 .762 .182 

Remaining 35 States and 
District of Columbia (less 
than 8,500, Ages 5-1 tJI 

Group 4 ; Twenty-six smaller 
States with Part A grants 

in 1980.. 78,300 .169 .565 .266 

Group 5: No Part A — nine 
States — Delaware, Georgia, 
Hawaii, Kentucky, 
Mississippi, New Hampshire, 
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, 

and West Virginia— and , ' ^ ' 

District of Columbia 10,800 .092 .510 .398 

, ^ • ) , ' . ' 

TOTAL, UNITED STATES ,429,800 .257 .458 .285 



■ ' . •» 

SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns. 



other differences among the ttiree main groups 
In what follows, we will briefly highlight three of the major 
differences: 

o Relative size of the Indian population ^ 

In Group 1, the range Is from 5 to 8 percent ^^^^f ^ 

Montana and New Mexico). In Gro^p 3 the '^^"f^ J J 
. percent (New York and California).. In Group 2 (the middle 
• group), four States (Minnesota. North Carolina. Oregon and 
Washington exhibit Intermediate percentages In the jange of 

9 to 1.5 percent. Wisconsin has a lower percent than 
iallfbrnla (.6 versus .8). while Oklahoma's 5.6 P^"«^t and 
Alaska's 16 percent exceeds one or all of the percentage 
figures In Group 1. ' * . 

o 1970 Indian poverty rates 

'on this characteristic the three groups are P^^^^^ly ^ 
ordered, with 45 to 60 percent of the Indian population (all , 
ages) in poverty in the States comprising Group 1 . 27 to 
43- percent for the Seven "middle" States, and a narrow 
range of 21 to 23 percent in the four "urban States 
(Group 3).^ 

o Degree of local concentration of Indian chU Hrpn in nubile UchoolB 
Even in States where Indian children are a 

of the total school-age population, they could occur in local 
concentrations where fhey represent a significant percentage of 
all students in the schools they attend. New York is an 
exceptional State that Illustrates this possibility. ^±le . 
- . Indian children account for only .3 percent of all public school 

enrollments. 48.5 percent of these IndTSn 

schools where they amount to at least 20 P^'^^^"'^ J^-^^^^jJ^f ' 
total enrollment. Surprisingly, most of the "^^i^^^g/^^^^ 
children in New York are not concentrated, a fact noted below. 

Among the 15 major States. New Mexico. Arizona. Montana, and 
> t^uth Dakota ,raik 1.3.4. and 6 on a measure of 1^^^^^---^^^'^^°" 

(percent of Indian children attending schools where they amount 
. to at least 20 percent of total -enrollments). The Group 1 
range on this characteristic is 56 to 75 percent (of all Indian 
children in the State attending public schools). 

4 These 1980 Indian poverty rates are ftom American Indians'. Volume 2. 
Sport No. IF, .1970 Census of Population. Poverty rates for 1980 
are not yet available. 
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Turning to a measure of low concentration (percent of Indians 
in schools where they amount to less than 5 percent of enrollments), 
Texas, California, and Michigan lead the list with percentages 
of 63 to 78. New York ranks 6th, with 42 percent of its Indian 
students attending schools with less than 5 percent Indian 
enrollments. Exceptions to the "ralddle" rule for the 7 States 
in Group 2 are Or ego i/ and Wisconsin (which rank 4th and 5th on 
the measure of low concentration) and Alaska and North Carolina 
(which rank 2nd and 5th on the measure of high concentration) 

Summi-ng up, with some exceptions already noted, Indians in the four 
"reservation" States comprising Group 1 are a highly visible, locally 
concentrated, and substantially disadvantaged fraction of the total 
population. Conversely, in the four "high-urban" l^tates which make up 
Group 3, Indians amount to less- than 1 percent of the population, are mor^ 
evenly dispersed in public schools, and are economically least disadvantaged, 
Comparisons of the State groups on participtio n in Part A 
We come finally to the first application of the State groups we have 
labored to establish. Table 2-6 represents a reaggregation of the data 
already pre;sented for the 15 major States in Tables 2-3 and 2-4, and an 
interesting pattern does indeed emerge. 

Table Z-6 shows that the four State groups in the Part A universe 
participated quite differently in the overall trends previously noted at 
the national level between 1976 and 1980. Nearly all of the growth in 
the number of grants and total students counted for Part A participation 
occurred among the States in the first two groups. Conversely, most of 
of the districts whose participation came to an end during this period 
are located in the States comprising Groups 3 and 4. ' 



'5 These estimates of degree of con6entratibn are based on special 
tabulations of' the 1976 Office for Ciyil Rights Survey file, 
containin<T information on nearly 16,000 individual school districts, 
of which about, 7,000 had one or more Indian enrollments. For complete 
data on all the States, see Table 7 of Appendix D* 1 
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, TABLE 2-6 • Changes in Part A Participation, 1976 to 1980, for 
Four State Groups 



Number of LEA 
Gtants 



Number of Indian Students 
in Part A LEAs 



State Groups 


Total in 
1976 


% Change, 
1976-1980 


Total in 
1976 , 


% . Change , 
1976-1980 


Group 1. Arizona, 
Montana, New Mexico, 




+ 28.7 


64,900 


+ 17.7 


GrWp 2, Seven other 


kll 


.. + 14.8 


136,500 


+ 11.8 


Group 3. California, 
Michigan , ' New York , 


304 


- 7.2 


62,600 


- 1.6 


Group 4. Twenty-six 
sm£illdr Part A 


157 


7.6 

u. 


31,000 


+ 1.3 


TOTAL, PART A STATES 


1,062 


+ 6.9 


295,000 


+ 9.2 

* 



SOURCE: 1976-1980 Part A Program File 



D/ Participation as Related to Size of LEAs 

In this section we examine two questions related to district size. 
First, are Indian children more likely to be found in small school districts, 
and second, are small LEAs with significant Indian enrollments under- 
represented in the Part A program? The reason for attaching some 
importance to these questions is the possibility that small school 
districts may be at a serious disadvantage when it comes to participating 
in voluntary programs having detailed formal application procedures which 
require^sig^ificant amounts of prof essibnal staff time. If this is generally 
the, case, it would have an unfortunate effect on children in rural areas 
'where small school districts are typical, particularly if those districts 

have sizeable Indian enrollments. 
: > ' '25 
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Our evidence on both questions comes from the 1976 Office for Civil 
Rights "Survey" (actually, a complete census) of , Public Elementary and 
Secondary School Districts. 6 Using total enrollments of less than 300 as our 
definition of "small," the 1976 ,OCR data show that nearly 6 percent of all 
public school Indian enrollments occur in small LEAs , although the combined 



total enrollments of these districts amounts to just a little over 1 

I ^ - ■ ) 

percent of the total public school population. 

Table 2-7 is designed to locate Indian students within the public 
school universe described in the 1976 OCR data, with LEAs distinguished 
by their size and number of Indian enrollments. To produce these data, the- 
1976 OCR file was tnatched via computer with the Part A program file for 
1976, using Office of Education State and local education agency codes. 
Of the 1,062 school districts on the program file, no corresponding 
record was found on the OCR file for 40 districts which received Part A 
funds in 1976.^ 

Table 2-7 shows quite conclusively that among LEAs with at least 10 
Indian students, smaller districts are more likely to be participating in 
the program than larger districts (48 versus 37 percent) and that Indian 



6 1976 was the last year in which districts with total enrollments of 
less than 300 were systematically canvassed by the Office for Civil 
Rights. , 

1 Investigation of the unmatched Part A districts indicates four 
reasons for the failure to find corresponding records in the OCR 
file: (1) err6neous LEA codes Xprobably due to errors in transcription 
or data entry); (2) consolidations of previously separate elementary and 
- secondary district^; (3) spUts .'of previously' unified districts; and • 
(4) the liarticipation in the' Part A program of a few intermediate 
education agencies which are excluded from the OCR universe of local 
education agencies. 
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students in smaller districts are at least comparably represented In the 
program (74 versus 73 percent). These data also reflect the fact 
that Indian students tend to be concentrated in a relatively small number 
of districts. 



TABLE 2-7: 



Relationship of Participation in the Part A Program to 
District Size, as Seen in the 1976 Office for Civil 
Rights "Census" of Public School Distri^cts 



Larger LEAs (300+ Students) 


I Smaller LEAs (under 300) 


No.^f LEAs No. of Indians : 


No. of LEAs No. 0^ Indians 



1. All 15,722 LEAs 
in the OCR 
universe 

2. ^,792 l£ks with 
1 or more 
Indians 

3. 2,766 LEAs with 
10»- Indians .... 



4, 1,022 Matched 
, Part A 
Districts 



5. 40, Unmatched 
Part A 
Districts. . . 




,,6. Estimated for 
all 1,062 Part A 
Districts 

7 . Line 6 as a 
Percent of 
Line 3 



11,517 

^5,833 
2,425 

875 

23 

898 

37.0% 



346,400 

346,400 
334,800 

236,000 

7,800*. 

243,800 

72.8% 



4,205 

959 
341 

147 

17 

164 



48.1% 



21,900 

21,900 
20,100 

12,000 

2,800* 

14,800 

73.6Z 



* These figures for Indian enrollments are from the Part A Program File 
All- other Indian enrollments are based on the 1976 OCR file. 
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E. Documented Characteristics of Indian Students in Part A Dis tricts 

Efforts to document individual eligibility for participation in Part A 
go back to 1976, but by rather general agreement, the "506 Forms" 
requirement was not adequately implemented. until just la^t year (1981). 
Although the 506 forms requirement was originally mandated in 1976, the 
1978 Quie amendment modified the kinds of informa^on to be cpllected 
(H.R, 15, Section 1148), and these new requirements jposed severe problems 
for many Itidlan groups where suitable records o^ the' type contemplated 
were difficult to obta^in or non-existent. Thus, the data which we report 
here represents a "first reading" from a documentation system which has 
only recently been put in pljice. Specifically, our estimates are based 
on an e3|:amlnation of Indian certification forms ^ on file in a national 
sample of 116 Part A districts as of the Spring of 1982.8 

A number of cautions need to be stressed in interpreting these data. 
First, the estimates pertain to a universe of documents , and there is 
evidence that' parents and local school of f lcials*^are some.times confused 
about the intent and meaning of specific portions of the 506 form. 
Second, the documents permit no distinction between recipients and 
nonrecipients of Part A services, and finally, the sample is not 
representative of all Part A grant recipients. The reason for this last 
limitatiiotjt is that our study of the 506 forms was an add-on to' an evaluation » 
study designed to examine the impact of Part A services in districts with 
a history of sustained participation (at least three years), and significant 
numbers of Indian children available to be served by the project (at least 31). 

8 For a description of the sample design and methods used in compiling 
these data, see Appendix B. 
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Thus, about 230 LEAs with fewer, than 31 Indian students or less than 

three years of continuous participation were systematically excluded from 

the Sample. With these caqtions in mind, we turti to an examination of a 

set of national estimates representing a little over 297,000 of the 

328,300 Part^A students counted in 1980. 

TABLE 2-8 ; Estimates of Part A Indian Enrollments' by Qualifying 
Characteristics, Based on Indian ^deification Forms 
on File in a Sample of Part A Districts, Spring 1982 

I ' ' Estimates Based on Estimates from 

1 506 Forms ^ Prevljius Study 

Basis of Eligibility Estimated Proportion * Proportion 
, Number of Total of Total 

Eskimos and Aleuts 13,000 .044 .049 

Members of federally 

recognized tribes 89,800 .302 .761 

Members of State-recognized 

tribes 86,400 '^.291 .117 

First-degree descendants..... 43,900 .148 .045 

Second-degree descendants.... 52,900 .178 .019 

All Others............ 11,400 .038 .011 

TOTALS 297,400 • 1.000 1.002 

^ ' . ■ — ' — ' ' 1 — 

SOURCE ^ Estimates given, here from' the 1981 report appeared in table 9 
(page 22). Estimates based on the . 5d6 forms come from a . 
special file created by Development Associates, Incorporated, 
under contract to the Department of Education. 

Taking things in the order of thpir importance, estimates based on the 

506 forms (1) indicate* substantial numbers of second-degree Indians, 

(2) are markedly different from estimates presented in the 1981 Indian 

Definition Study, and (3) show a considerable number of f ir^t-degrele 

de scendants. In what follows, we will comment briefly on the last/^wo 

points before taking up the more important question of the numbers (and 

distribution) of second-degree descendants • 



The tight hand column Indicates how the 1981 study handled the problem 
of the defective questions on descendanpys the responses were '*scaled- 
down** to fit Into the space left by answ|.rs to the question dealing with 
membership In Federal or State'-^recognlzed tribes* By this method, Instead 
of accounting for 99 percent of all Indian children (as the que^^fci^ns ^ 
Improperly demanded), first- and second-degree descendants accounted for 
only 6*4 percent of all eligible children. On the key question of second- 
degree descendants, this resulted In an estimate just one-ninth the size 
of that Indicated by an examination of the 506 forj^ — 1.9 percent as 
opposed to 17.7 percent. Overall, the two sets of estimates ^how gq^d 
agreement on only one category of eligibility — that of Eskimo and Aleut 
children. 

The number of first-degree descendants (amounting to nearly 15 percent 
of all documented children) Is Interesting for what It might tell us about 
circumstances preventing parents (at least one ^f whom Is a tribal member) 
from enrolling their children In the same tribe. Among the possible 
explanations are racially-mixed marriages, marriages between members of 
tribes with different rules of descent, an^ji families that have recently 

moved away from or lost touch with their tribal organizations.^ 

. ' is. ^ 
The next table anticipates a question we will explore systematically 

in the concluding section of . Chapter IV: What types of districts would 

\^ most affected by the exclusion of children who are Indian only by 

<* ■ ■ 

virtue of second -degree descent? 



9 Further analyi^s of the data, designed to Identify' the characteristics 
of LEA^s reporting most of these first-degree descendants, may shed 
some light on the^subject. Due to time constraints, there has been 
no opportunity to explore the question. 
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TABLE 2-9 . Estimated Numbers and Proportions of Second'-Degree Indians 
Included In Part A Counts of LEAs^ Located In Four State- 
Groups: Spring, 1982 

* ' . . ■ * ■ 

Estimated Number of 
Indian Students Counted 
State Group for Part A Participation 

No. of LEAs Second-degree Ratio of Second- 
In Sample Total only degree to Total 

^ Group 1 . Arizona, ^ 
Montana, New Mexico, 

and South Dakota........ 23 55,300 800 .014 

Group 2. Seven other 

large States 52 178,800 31,300 .175 

Group 3 . California, 
Michigan, N^ York, and 

Texas ^ '24 38,400 ^ 16,600 .433 

Group 4 . Twenty-six 

smaller Part A States... 17 -^StZvOO ^ 4,200 .166 

TOTAL, PART A STATES. 7^. 116 297,700^ 52,900 .17J3' 

SOURCE: Special file created by Development Associates, incorporated 
based on an examination of 506 forms. 



Table 2-9 Indicates quite convincingly that the exclusion of second- 
degree descendantS'^^uld have the greatest^relatlve impact In the four 
major urban-Indian States (Group 3). Within this group, California was 
represented by 13 sample LEAs, Michigan by 8, New York by 2, and Texas by 
only 1. In the four major "reservation" States (Group 1), the e^lmated 
number of second-degree children is so small that the question of differences'^ 
among the four States has no practical import. ^ ^ 

With this final look at the State-groups introduced in this chapter, 
we turn next to the problem of estimating the numbers of Indian children 
not served by Part A districts. As indicated earlier, we will return to the 



question of the differential consequences of excluding second-degree Indians 

' " . 31 
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in Chapter IV. 
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^ . - CHAPTER III ; ESTIMATES OF INDIAN CHILDREN NOT SERVED. IN 19 76 AND 1980 

A. Indian Students In Public Schools NQ4xServed by. Part A In 1976 

In 1976^ the Office for Civil Rights Survey of Public and Elementary 
and Secondary School Districts obtained reports on enrollments by categories 
.'^ of race and ethnicity from the entire universe of 15,722 LEAs. Of these 
districts, 6,792 reported one or more "American Indian, Eskimo, and 
Aleut" students, for a total of about 368, 30Q. This amounts to about 
^six-tenths of one percentyof all public" school enrollments that year. 

Since the OCR reports didvnflf^ Include information on participation in 



Federal categorical . pt^^r^ams , LEAs receiving. Part A grants in 1976 must 
be'lndlviduariy identified. We did this in the computer, \ising the Office 
of Indian Education's Part A Program File, and matching on State and LEA 
^odes. By this method, we were able to identify 1,022, or 96 percent, of. 
. the 1,062 LEAs that received Part A grants in 1976. Given our "subtraction" 
approach (total OCR Indians les« OCR Indians in LEAs witl> Part A grants) 
to estimating unserved children, non-matches, although small in number, 
. were a matter of some concern. Our solution to thi^ problem was to treat 
unmatched Program File LEAs (and the Indian enrollments shown In the file 
for those districts) as subtractions from the unmatched OCR totals. All 
we can be sure of concerning this treatment of non-matches, is that it doe» 
■ not result in an overstatement of the^ niimber of chlldret) in unserved LE.As.l 
' Tdble 3-1 shows that at least 109,700 (77,200 + 32,500) of thelhdian, 
students reflected in the 1976 OCR reports were unserved. Since 32,500 
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I Inspection of unmatched records for Part A recipients in 1976 reveals 
that substantial numbers of Indian students were being served through a 
few Intermediate education agencies ot- vocational-technical area schools, 
out^^lde the C)CR universe of local education agencies, , 
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TABLE 3-1 > Estimates of Served ^nd Unserved Children Based on Numbers 
of Indian Students Reported to the Office for Civil Rights 
in 1976, with Comparisons to the Part. A Program File for 1976 

■ > ^ _ — \ 

Number of Indian Students 

Part A Participa^t;ton and Number of , 1976 OCR 1976 Program 
Representation in re^^ File' LEAs Reports* File 

'1. Part A lS!)^... 1,062 , 258,600 295,000 

(1,022 matches. + 40 non-tnatches) 

2. Other LEAs in Program File.......'.... 2,579 77^200 84,800 

(2,343 matches + 236 non-matches) 

3l Subtotal fo'r Program File 3,641 ^335,800 379,800 

4. Other LEAs in OCR file with Indian - . \ 

students (3,669-276)** 3,392 t32,500 -~ 

5. OCR totals (includes 242 LEAs with 0 \ 

Indians but matched) 7,034 368,300 ~ 

6. Part A participation rates indicated . 
by the two files (Line 1 as^ percent » . 

of line 3 or 5) , 70.2% 77.7% 

* Program File Indian student counts are included In cases where no match 
was found in the OCR file. 

** Note thatNunmatched Program File LEAs are treated ^s a subtraction from 
unmatched OCR LEAs. This treatment assumes that the OCR file is 
complete- and that all LEAs represented in the Program File are also In 
the OCR universe. Stated differently , the 'assumption is that a computer 
match would have been found for all Program File records if both sets 
of records had completely accurate State and LEA codes. 

SOURCE: Special j;.abulation of the combined (matched) 1976 OCR and Part A 
Program Files. 

r 

of these unserved children are in districts not represented in the Part A 
Program File^^they represent a reduction in the overall proportion served 
by Part A. Thus>^.uslng the Program File only, one would es timate^thad 
295,000 of 379 ,800' Indian students were available to be served in Part A 
districts, for a participation rate of 77.7 percent. If the OCR enrollment 
figures are relied on, however, and the additional Indian enrollments in 
LEAs not represented in the Program File are Included, the participation 
rate drops to 70.2 percent. . 
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Th. other thing *leh .u« he ohaerved.about the c„partL offered 
1. tehle 3-1 IS that OCR enr,U^„t n^es are X«er4n the ■ . 

Part A studSHf counts by about 12 percent Tho^-> ^ 

^ Pei^cent. There is no necessary 

. contradiction thie. since ehiidren colted f»r Part . participation- ' 
espeoiall. nnder the second^egree descendant clanse-^, hoti^he report^' 
hX local school Officials as helonging to en African Indianiace. hnt 
the differences do hear closer inspection. We .ill retnrn to this snhject 
i. the ne„ chapter, and data for individual States hased oa fnll, ^.ched 
caparisons will also found in Table 3 of Appendix D. 

°'"°"ted Sobers of Bnsl^.H t„.<-^- chudren ,n . ■ ' 

Estimates fof 1,80 are on less solid ground because theri is no .ay ' 
to lin. the 1,80 OCR or 1,80 Census data to individual ^s. : „nli.e the 
1,76 OCR -survey (actuall, a census of all LCAs, . the 1,78 add 1,80 OCR ' 
surveys «re samples, and .hile they provide excellent esti^tes for ^ny 
segments of the puhUc school universe in those' years . their .e„;erage of 
any group amounting to less than 1 percent of the totai .school population 
is open to ,uestipn. Work is presently „nder.ay at the National Center 
for Education Statistics to directly lin. .uch„„f the 1,80 Census data to 
individual school districts, hut esti^tes of Indians enrolled in public 
schools have not yet been tabulated for s^U enough areas ti appro.i^te 
school-district boundaries. 

Given the limitations just noted ^nH^r•«^^ , ' 

J noted, indirect or relatively crude estimates 

are the best we can do for iQan n.. 

do for 1,80. Our first estiji^te is a "1,80" estimate 

in only .one sense: it looks at Indiai. enrolments in LCAs participating'. " 
or not participetlng in the Part A program as' of 1,80. but the enrollments . 
in question are those reported four years earlief. in 1,76.^ In other 
»ords. .e have simply reaggreg/tedVur matched Program Pil/and 1,76 OCR 
data to reflect changes iriteA\participation bet.een 1,76 and l,8j>^ 
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- TABLE 3-2 > CaJrCulaClon of Part A ParclcipaCioh Rates in 1980 

Based on 1976 Reports of Indian Students ^ 

'^^--^ ^ \ ' ^ Number of Indian Students 
Part A Participation and ^ Number of 1976 OCR 1976 Program 
' - LEAs .Reports* File 



1 






242,500 


274.800 




(829 matches + 30 non-matches) 




) . 




2. 




276 


20,600 


22,400 


(215 matches + 61 non-matches) i 


3. 




1,135 


263,100 


297,200 


4. 




7,034 


^ 368,300 




5. 


1980 Participation Rate based on 










1976 OCR reports (Line 3 as a 




71. 4t 




X 









* Program File student counts are included in ca^es where no match was 
found in the OCR file. For example, of the 20,600 shown pn Line 2 of - 
the OCR column, the 61 non-matches account for 2^000 Indian students. 

SOURCE: Special tabulation of the combined (matched) 1976 OCR and Part A 
Program Files . 



A comparison of the 'first line of this table with Table 3-1. will 
show that 859 of the 1,062 LEAs participating in 1976 were also participating 
in 1980. Thus, bx^^^traction, 203 LEAs with 1976 OCR Indian counts of ^ 
16,100 had left the program by 1980, while, as the table above shows on 
Lin^ 2, 276 new LEAs with- 20,600 1976 OCR Indian students came into the 
program. This difference produces a slight reduction in 'the unsei^ved 
t^otal, and raises the participation rate marginally to 71. 4 'percent. 

Our next estimate for 1980 is much more ambitious, since it attempts ^ 
to account for the entire school^age Indian population, but it is also 
crSder. As the structure of Table 3-3 indicates, the problem of estimating 
Indian children in Part A LEAs xan be approached logically as involving a 
series of subtractions from the total number of school-'age Indian tihildren. 
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The danger la using this approach is that errors may accumulate, particularly 

when we are forced to rely on different sources for estimates of the 

separate components which make up the tojtal unserved group. Perh^s the 

best way to express pur misgivings about the estimates we are about to^ 

present is to say that they may represent only a picture constructed with 

numbers. We have done our best to utilize the best information available 

♦ ■ ' ... 

In estimating each of the components, but we have also had to introduce 

some rather arbitrary "adjustments" in order to make the pieces of the 

picture fit together. With these cautions in mind, we turn to an ^ 

examination of a setS^of national estimates designed to account for all 

the relevant categories of unserved Indian children. , 

Our estimate of unserved children in 1976 (Table 3-1) was about 

110,000. Here (Table 3-3, bottom line) we estimate 156,500. The main 

difference is that the latter figure includes school-age Indian children 

not enrolled in school plus those enrolled in private schools. Comparing 

the participation rates calculated for the two years, we estimated that 

about 70 percent of Indians in public schools were attending Part A 

schools in 1976, and Table 3-3 estimates 79.4 percent. The base of the 

calculation for 1980 includes about 7 or 8 thousand enrollments in tribal 

schools operated under contract with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and 

eligible for participation in Part A, but even after adjusting for this 

difference, we believe a real increase in overall participation rates 

would remain for the period 1976 to 1980. Note that on Line C.2.1 we 

have also shown what an 86 percent rate of actual service within Part A 

districts would mean, as applied to our estimates. This was the rate 

estimated by the 1980 special survey of Part A districts conducted in 

support of the previous study. 

( 
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TABLE 3-3 . Estimates of Served and Unserved Indian Children of School-Age 
for the United States and Five State Groups: 1980 





All 


Est! 


mate 


s 1 n T 


h o u s a 


n d s 


Compoiients of Indians 
Eskimo & Aleut (5-17) 


Total 
U.S. 


Group 1 
AZ,MT,NM 
and SD 


Group 2 
7 Major 
States * 


Group 3 
CA,MI,NfY, 
and TX 


Group 4 
26 Other 
Part A 


Group 5 
9 J, DC — 
No Part A 


1. Total (1980 sample) 


429.8 
42.4 
387.4 


11.8 
14.9 
96.9 


136.2 
12.2 
124.0 


92.7 
6.8 
85.9 


78.3 
7.3 
71.0 


10.8 
1.2 
9.6 


1.2.1 Private, not on 

1.2 .2 "Private" but on 

1.2.3 Public 


17.0 

10.7 
359.7 


2.7 

8.5 
85.7 


4.5 
.8 

118.7 


5.1 \ 

.1 

80.7 


3.8 

1.3 
65.9 


1.9 • 
8.7 


A. Public + "private" on 


370.4 


94.2 


119.5 


80.8 


67.2 


8.7 




26.2 


17.3 


4.2 


.4 


4.3 


— 




344.2 


76.9 


115.3 


80.4 


62.9 


' 8.7 


C.l. Non— Part A LEAs 


70.9 


2.9 


16.9 


17.1 


25.3 


8.7 




273.3 


74.0 


98.4 


63.3 


37.6 




C.2.1 Part A & served 

C.2.2 Part A & not served. 


235.0 
38.3 












Indians in Part A LEAs as 
a parcent of potential 


79.4% 


96.^% 


85.3% 


78.7% 


59.8% 


0.0% 


Total unserved (of age- 
group) excluding' C.2.2. .. . 


156.5 


37.8 


37.8 


29.4 


40.7 


10.8 



SOURCES: 



Lines 1 through 1.2.3: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample* returns . 

Line B: Bureau of Indian Affairs Summary of Fall 1978 Enrollments in BIA- 

operated Boarding and Day Schools. Enrollments have been reduced by 
one-third. (See page 39 for discussion of this adjustment.) 

Line C.l: 1976 OCR Indian enrollments in non-Part A LEAs ( as of 1980 ), reduced 

by the ratio of 1980 OCR Indian enrollments to 1976 Indian enrollments 
within each State group and then summed across to obtain the U.S. 
total. (See Table 9 in Appendix D for State-specific comparisons of 
Che 1976 and 1980 OCR figures.) 



Lines C.2.1 and C.2.2:, These figures (U.S. total only) are .86 and .14 of 
Line C.2. These proportions were estimated in the 1981 Indian 
Definition Report, based on locally reported estimates for a 
national sample of Part A districts surveyed in May of 1980. 



Careful study of the treatment of the numbers in Table 3-3, as well 
as Che notes supplied at the bottom of the cable, will raise a good many 
questions in the minds of thoughtful readers. Hopefully, the next section 
will answer some of those questions. If still other questions remain 
unanswered in the reader^s mind, then thfit is a good reason for regarding 
the estimates Jusc presented as suspect or in need of correction. 
C. Problems in Estimating Served and Unserved Children 

Following Che logical sequence depicced >n Table 3-3, Che principal 
estimation problems are briefly identified and discussed below: 



Age-bounds on the school population 

Analyzing school enrollments for children ages 5-17 probably makes 
more sense Chan any other equally convenient approach, buC ic is logically 
defective, particularly when age is reckoned as of ^April 1 (the decennial 
Census reference date) racher Chan OcCober 1. In Che fall, raosc 5-year- 
olds are enrolled in kindergarCen , buC in che spring, many have yec Co 
stare school. This parcially invalidaces inferences abouC school dropoucs 
based on proporcions of children ages 5-17 noC enrolled in school. A 
furcher problem occurs when enrollmencs in kindergarCen through grade 12 
are reported wichouc diny age rescriccion (as in che OCR survey) and Chen 
Creaced as a subtraction from all children 5-17, since substancial nbio^ers 
of 18 and 19 year-olds are enrolled in high school. This is particularly^ 



true of educacionally disadvancaged groups who may progress more s^wly. 
Reporcs of enrollment in "regular" and "private** schools 
Since che Census depends on self-enumeracion , the meaning of enrollment 

reports is critically dependent on che household respondent's incerpretacion 
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of these terms. ^ While not generally a problem at elementary and secondary 
school levels for most of the population, some Indian parents find 
themselves confronted with unusual problems. Is a tribally-controlled 
school, operated under a contract with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, a 
"regular" school within the meaning of the Census question on school 
enrollment, and if so, is it public or private? And what about the 
boarding and day schools staffed and operated directly by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs? 

Table 3-3 exhibits the only clue we have to how enrollments in special 
(but I "regular" in the sense of the Census question dealing with enrollment) 
schools are reported in the Census data. Our guess is that the private 
enrollments are overstated, and we have therefore included "private" , 
enrollments of children living on reservations as belonging to "^the public 
sector. 



Enrollments in BIA schools 
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As noted,' we have arbitrarily reduced the figures reported for these 
schools In the fall of 1978 by one-third. There are three reasons for doing 
this. First, these schools generally experience substantial raid-year 
attrition, so that sbme students could properly be counted as enr^^d 
la the fall, but also be counted as among those not enrolled by the following 
April. Second, enrollments may have declined since 1978. Finally, there 
may be some tendency on the part of BIA school administrators to exaggerate 
their enrollments — perhaps merely by including in their reports students 
who only stayed a week or two before leaving. ^ 

^ Analysis of the 1970 Census data shows, for example, that enrollments in 
"private" colleges were substantially overstated, while reported enroll- 
ments in publio colleges were correspondingly too low. In this case, 
the problem may be that some respondents equate "public" with free 
(I.e., no tuition charges). 
3 Unadjusted BIA enrollment figures can be found In Table 8 of Appendix D. 

9^ : li 




Decline In Indian enrollments reported to OCR 

This subject will be examined in Section C of the next chapter. Here 
it only needs to be noted that our estimate of Indian enrollments in non- 
Part A LEAs treats that decline as real,^and this has the effect of 

lowering our estimate of total unserved children • The net reduction in \^ 

the United States total (Line C.l of Table 3-3) amounts to 3A,300. This^ 

• • • " 

is probably excessive, but has the merit of permitting us to describe our 
estimate of Indian race children in Part A districts as generous. This, 
in turn, strengthens our conclusion that actual Part A Indian -^udent 
counts are substantially greater than race-based estimates of the same 
group, '^iir import of this conclusion is discussed in the next chapter. 

. i 
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CHAPTER 'iV: ESTIMATES OF POTENTIAL ELIGIBLES UNDER ALTErJ^ATIVE DEFINITIONS 



In this chapter we will examine four possible ways of defining eligible 
Indian children. The first two are based on the 1980 Census data, and 
therefore represent estimates based on the unverified reports of household 
respondents. Essentially these first two sets 'of estimates can be thought, 
of as corresponding to a definition \^hlch gives official standing to 
a parentis representation that the child Is "of the Indian race," affiliated 
or "identified" with a specific tribe, or predominantly of "Indian ancestry.'* 

The third type of estimate is based on lojal school district reports 
to the Office for Civil Rights on the racial and ethnic composition of their 
students, including the category "American Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut." 
While it is unlikely that anyone would want to given official sanction to 
totally unsupported representations of local school districts, those 
representations are nevertheless Important to take into account. It is 
virtually axiomatic that the Indian student who goes unrecognized and 
uncounted by school administrators is unlikely to benefit from locally 
provided educational services for Indians. 

The last set of estimates speaks directly to one of the mandated 
questions :||||j^What would be the effect of modifying the statutory definition 
of Indian to. exclude children presently eligible y^der the second-degree- 
descendant clause? 

A. Racial and Tribal Self-Identification 

Table 4-1 presents three progressively smaller Census-based estimates 
of Indian ("race") children ages 5-17 in public schools: total, those 
for whom tribe was reported (or living on a reservation), and that 
portion of the total estimated to be enrolled in LEAs actually participating 
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in the Part A program in 1980. These are arrayed alongside the actual 
number of Indian students counted for participation in Part A for the ( . 
same year. 

TABLE 4-1 . Alternative Census-Based Estimates of Indian Race and 
Tribally Identified Children Enrolled in Public School 
in 1980 

Estimates in Thousands 
1980 Census Indian Race Children, 
Ages 5-17 in Public School 



State Group 



Total 
Sample 
Estimate 



Total Less 
Those Off 
Reservations 
Not Reporting 
Tribe 



Portion of 
Total in 
1980 Part A 
LEAs 



Actual 1980 
Part A 
Sti^dent 
Counts 



Group 1 : Over 58% on 
r ese rya t io ns — Ar i z ona , 
Montana , New Mexico , ^ 
and South Dalcbta *85.7 

Group 2; Not in group 

1 or 3 — Alaska, 

Minnesota, North 

Carolina, Oklahoma, 

Oregon, Washington, 

and Wisconsin 118, 7 

Group 3 ; Over 60% in 
urban areas — Cali- 
fornia, Michigan, 
ifew York, and Texas.. 80.7 

Group 4 ; Twenty-six 

smaller States with 

Part A grants in 

1980 65.6 

Group 5 ; No Part A — 
nine States — Delaware, 
Georgia, Hawaii, 
Kentucky, Mississippi, 
New Hampshire, Pennsyl- 
vania, Tennessee, and 
West Virginia — and 
District of Columbia 8.7 



81.4 



103.3 



63.8 



53.8 



5.8 



74.0 



98.4 



63.3 



37.6 



-0- 



74.8 



153.5 



61.2 



38.8 



-0- 



TOTAL, UNITED STATES 



359.7 



308.1 



273.3 



328.3 



SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returtis, Table 3-3 
(Line C.2), and Pare A Program File. 
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The principal finding which stands out in this table is that racial self- 
identification procedures used in the 1980 Census yielded fewer Indian 
children than counted for participation in Part A (after subtractions for 
children outside the Part A universe). In the case of Group 2, the Part Ay 
count exceeds the Census estimate for the total public school universe 
by 29 percent. This is almost wholly a result of Oklahoma's contribution 
to Group 2, since the Part A count exceeds the Census estimate of public 
school Indian enrollments by 30,600. / 

Once aga:^n, we have a table for which cautious interpretation needs 
to be urged. Specifically, these estimates should not be viewed as 
indicating what would happen if parental identification of the child's 
race was adopted as the basis for eligibility under Part A. Almost 
certainly, ff relaxation o^ the present certification requirements would 
bring new districts (or ones participating prior to 1980) into the program, 
thus invalidating the comparison between Part A counts and the Census- 
based estimates for the LEAs participating in 198!). 

i An equally important qualif icatipn is that answers to Census-style 

questions will vary as a function of the context in which they are 

■> 

presented. As noted and discussed in Appendix C, this is even true of 
the 1980 Census "race" question, as presented on theVlghprt-f orm" (which 
produced a complete-count estimate of Indian childr^) or the long-form 
on which our sample estimates are based. 

For these reasons, we prefer to offer a carefully qualified conclusion: 
on the evidence of Table 4-1, we suspect that if parents were asked to 
make a one-time designation to the school of their child's race, the 
number of Indian children in Part A LEAs would be lower. In the next 
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section, however, we will see evidence from the 1980 Census which suggests 
that such designations might conceivably yield larger numbers. 
B. Inclusion of Indian Ancestry Children 

In addition to the 1980 Census "race" question (see page 3 of Appendix G) 
the sample questionnaire asked, "What is this person's ancestry?" and 
Census coders recorded up to two write-in answers to the question. ^In 
this section, we examine estimates of school-^age children reported to be 
of some race other than American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut for whom only 
Indian ancestry was indicated. Table 4-2 examines the distribution of such 
children as potential additions to "Indian" totals for the public school 
universe . 

TABLE 4-2 . Indian Race and Only-Indian-Ances try Children** 
Enrolled in Public School: 1980 



State Groups 


Indian 
. Race 
(000s) 


Only Indian 
Ancestry 
(000s) 


Ratio of 
Ancestry 
to Race 


Group 1. Arizona, Montana, 

New Mexico, and South Dakota... 


85.7 


3.6 


.04 


Group 2. Seven other large 


118.7 


21.9 


.18 


Group 3. California, Michigan, 


80.7 


35.9 


.44 


Group 4. Twenty-six smaller 


65.6 

i 


69.3 


1.06 


Group 5. Nine States and the 
District of Columbia with no 


8.7 


28.5 






359.7 


159.2 


.44 



SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns. 
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Among the three groups comprising the^ 15 largest Indian States, the 
striking fact is Aat Indian ancestry (but not race) is proportionally 
lowest in the Indian reservation States, amounting to just 4 percent of 
the Indian race children, and highest in the urban-Indian States. Finally, 
in the 9 States and the District of Columbia where there is no Part A 
participation (Group 5), Indian ancestry children are three times more 
numerous than those reported to be of the Indian race. 

X^These data are further analyzed in Appendix C, and displayed for individual 
States in Table 10 of Appendix D. Here, they serve to demonstrate that 
categories of "Indian" identification are highly expandibte«r^rticularly 
in States where Indian groups rarely constitute recognized segments of 
the local community.^ 

C. OCR Reports of Indian Enrollments \ 

Data on trends in OCR estimates of Indian enrollments for indiAdual 
States are presented in Table 9^of Appendix D. Here we will limit J 
ourselves to matched comparisons of the OCR enrollments and Part A student 
counts for 1976, and then conclude with an examination of national trends 
relative to Census-based estimates for the same points in time. 
Matched Comparisons with Part A 
Table 4-3 focuses on 1,022 Part A LEAs (1976) for which matches were 
obtained in the OCR file for the same year. Once again, we see a familiar 
pattern for the four State groups involved in this comparison: Part A 
student counts^eed the OCR Indian- race reports by th§ greatest proportion, 
iri the four major urban-Indian States. 



1 Children of mixed ancestry ^which includes Indian ancestry are even more 
numerous. oTIT^nsas tabulations indicate a total of slightly over one 
million such children in. the public school universe. 
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TABLE 4-3 > Comparison of 1976 OCR and Part A Indian Student Reports 
for Four Groups of States and the United States 



0 



• Total Indian Total Indian 

Students Re- Students Re- Ratio of 
State Groups* ported to OCR ported for Part A 
in 1976** Part A Grants** to OCR 

Group 1 , Arizona, Montana, 

New Mexico, and South Dakota... 59,200 62,800 1.061 
Group 2 . Seven other large ^ 

Indian States ^/^^ llJjJVoO 130,900 1.172 

Group 3 . California, Michigan, 

New York, and Texas ..• 47,800 60,600 1.268 

Group 4 . Twenty-six smaller 

States with Part A grants 29,300 30,100 1.027 



TOTAL, UNITED STATES 248,000 2sC^0 1.147 



* For explanation of these groups, see Table 2-4. 

** Matched LEAs only. Enrollments in 40 unmatched Part A districts are 
omitted. ^ 



Referring back to Table 4-1, it is ..also noteworthy that the 1976 OCR 



figure for Group 2 (111,700) exceeds our 1980 Census-based estimate of 



-J 



Indian race enrollments in Part A LEAs for this group (98,400). As our 
next analysis will demonstrate, the 1976 OCR totals are too large to be 
reconciled with the 1980 sample estimates of the total Indian school-age 
and public school groups. • , 

Ganges in OCR estimates of Indian enrollments, 1976-1980 
Figure t'^oes three things: it exhibits the assumption of straight- 
line growth in the size of the school^age Indian population between 1970 
and 1980, it plots the 1976, 1978, and 1980 OCR estimates, and it offers 
a graphic "compartson of these estimates with the Census Hata. 
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Figure 1 



Comparison of OCR Estimates of Indian Enrollments ' 
in Public School, 1976 to 1980, with 1:970 and 1980 
Census Estimates and Straight-Line Interpolations 



400,000 ^' 
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SOURCE: Table 1 of Appendix C (1970 to 1980 complete-count). 
Table 9 of Appendix D (1976, 1978, and 1980 OCR), and 
Table 10 ji£ Appendix D (1980 sample estimates). 
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Figure 1 shows (icu the shaded area) how the American Indian -pop^ilat ion 
would have grown between 19%^and 1980 if It had grown uniformly. As 
discussed in Appendi3?^C, the 1970 and 1980 data points have been adjusted 
for comparability CEskiraos and Aleuts are excluded from the 1980 figure . 
and the 1970 figure has been adjusted for age-specific estimates of Indian 
undercounts) , but the 1980 figure' incites substantial numbers of children 



who were alive at the tima-^of the 1970 Census and not reported to be of 
the Indian race. Whatever the factors are that contribute to changes in 
racial identification, there is no reason to believe thafe^ they operated 

r 

uniformly over the decade of the seventies. Thus, the assumption of 
uniform growth is entirely artificial and subject to correction in the light 
of other information. 

The other information we have on this point comes from the OCR 

surveys in\L^7^, 1978, and 1980. Not only do these observations indicate 
a decIine^Ln th^^mber of Indians enrolled in public school, but the 
1976 figure (368,300) exceeds the 1980 estimate of public school Indians by 
8,6^0. By 1980, however, the OCR figure has dropped to a level of 33,500 
below the Census estimate'^f or that year. 

In comparing' the OCR and Census figures, it is important to remember 
that the OCR reports are primarily an expression of the racial perceptions 
and ^ensitivities of the school officials who make these reports, rather 
than of the parents of the students, as is the case with*the Census. One. 
would wish for a mid-decade comparison, but the only possible candidate — 
the 1976 Survey of Income and Education — is unsatisfactory. ^ On the 



2 Although adequate for estimating proportions of school-age children ^ 
in poverty (its chief purpose), this survey used a much simpler race^ 
question (White /Black/Other ) , the questions -were administered by 
intervie^^ers , and the cluster-sample design may have resulted in 
substantial utiderrepresentatlon of Indian groups. Using^ Indian "origin* 
in conjunction with "Other" race, our tabulations of these data yield 
estimates of only 174,800 such children, ages 5-17. 
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scant evidence available to us here, we suspect that factors contributing 
to Indian identification peaked In the mld-seventles.. This amounts* to*' 
the speculation that %f the 1980 Census question had beeti administered In 
1975 or 1976, a hi'gteisi estimate^ would have been obtained than the one we.,. v 
have 'f orM,98a, 

If correct, this speculation has Important Implications for our study, 
because It means that es4jlmates of eligible children will rise and fall 
la response to factors totally Independent of ther definition adopted or 
the questions used to Implement that definitipn. 

D. Impact of E3;ciludlng Children Recorded as Second-Degree Descendants 
Her« we dr^ on data-eollected ia the Spring of 1982, based on an 
examination of Indian student^ certification forms (the "SOd" forims) on 
file in a national sample of Part A districts. Limitations of^these 
data are discussed in the final section of Chapter II (page 28), and a 
description of the methods used in compiling the data will be found In 
Appendix B, , 

Our first examination of these data showed that nearly 18 percent of 
the estimated 297,700 Part A students in the sample universe were Indian 
only by virtue of second-degree descent^. ^ We saw further that propor'tions 
of second-degree children ranged from a low of 1.4 percent in the four 
major States with high proportions of children on resefvatlons to a high 
of 43.3 percent for the four "urban" States (Table 2-9, page 31). Ideally, 
m evaluating the impact of specific changes in eligibility for a formula 
program such ^s .Part A, one would prefer to have estimates for individual 
States. Unfortunately the sample is not large enough to permit this, !: 



49 

54 



What we can do, however, is to subdivide Group 2 (represented by 52 sample 
LEAs) into Oklahoma (25 LEAs), and the regaining 6 States in Group 2 

(27 LEAs). Doing this reveals dramatic differences within the original 

< 

group of 7 States, as evidenced by the estimates of Impact In Table 4-4. 

TABLE 4-4 . Distribution of Total Documenti6d Part A Ellglbles, With 
' and Without Second-Degree Descendants: Spring, 1982 



Areas 



Proportion of Documented Ellglbles 

Wl-th Second [ RatTo~of~ 

Degree Without Second Share 

Children Degree Children Without to 

(Total"297.700) (Total»244,800) Share With 



1. Arlgona, Montana, New Mexico, 
and South Dakota (Group 1) 

2. Oklahoma (Part of Group 2) 

3. Alaska, Minnesota, North 
Carolina, Oregon, Washington, 
and Wisconsin (balance of 
Group 2) 

4. California, Michigan, New 
York, and Texas 

5.. All Other Part A States 
(Group 4) 



.186 
.155 



.223 
.075 



TOTAL. 



.446 

.129 

.084 
1.000 



.528 

.088 

.086 
1.000 



1.20 
.48 



1.18 
.68 
1.02 

I 

1.00 



SOURCE: Special Study of 506 Forms (see Appendix B), 



On the assumption that eligibility was redefined to exclude second- 
degree Indians presently counted for Part A, and further assuming constant 
funding levels, the States comprising Group 1 would experience a 20 . 

percent increase in Part A allocations, wbile Oklahoma's share would 

/ , _ 

decline by 52 percent. The four "urban" States, as a group, would lose 



55 



7 



50 * 




32 percent, and the 26 smaller Part A^States would realize a modest 2 

percent increase. Note that within Group 2, in contrast' to Oklahoma's 

lo^ of more than half its present share, ^the remaining 6 States would 

realize (again, as a group ) an 18 percent increase. 

When the 116 LEAs in this sample are classified by the type of area they 

serve, we find they are about evenly divided among those serving children 

who live on-or-near reservations (43), children in non-reservation rural 

areas (35), and children living in urban places or metropolitan areas (38). 

Comparing these three groups with respect to proportions of second -degree 

children, we find significant differences in the expected direction, with 

only^3.7 pe^ent of current eligibles qualifying under the second-degree 

clause in LEAs near reservations , and 43.2 percent second-degree in the 

urban LEAs. When the four State Groups and Oklahoma are further divided 

into these three types of LEAs, some interesting differenc^ appear. 

TABLE 4-5. Proportions of Second-Degree Children Among All Documented 
Part A Eligibles in LEA3 Classified by State Areas and Type 
of Local Area Served: Spring, 1982 
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Area 


Reservation Other Rural 


Urban/Metro 




1. 


Arizona, Montana, New Mexico, 


.012 


.000 


.036 






and South Dakota (Group 1) 


(N=19) 


(N=l) 


(N=3) 


.014 


2. 


Oklahoma (Part of Group 2) 




.543 


.693 


.603 








1 (N=18) 


(N=7) 




3. 


Alaska, Minnesota, North 












Carolina, Oregon, Washington, 


.062 


.012 


.089 


.026 




and Wisconsin • (balance of 


(N=14) 


(N=5) 


(N=8) 






Group 2) 










4. 


California, Michigan, New 


.045 


.508 


.529 


.433 




York, and Texas 


(N=4) 


(N=6) 


(N=14) 

t 




5. 


All Other Part A States 


.107 


.196 


• .219 


.166 




(Group 4) 


(N=6) 


(N=5) 


(N=6) 






ALL AREAS REPRESENTED , ^ 


.037 


.145 


.432 


.178 


SOURCE: Special Study of 506 Forms 


(See Appendix 


B). 
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For all five State areas, urban/metropolitan areas exhibit higher 
proportions of second-degree eligibles, but comparing the actual proportions 
within the urban/metropolitan column on the right of Table 4-5, there 
are impressive differences, Olc^atioma, represented by 7 sample LEAs in 
this column, has a value of '69 percent second-degree children, while the 
remaining six States in this "middle" group collectively have a value of 
just under 9 percent. Within the "urban" States represented on Line 4, 
the 14 sample LEAs serving children in urban or metropolitan areas would 
collectively lose 53 percent of their current eligibles if second-degree 
descendants were eliminated from the statutory definition. By almost any 
standard, these data show that local impacts on Part A projects would 
sometimes be severe. 
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CHAPTER V ; SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

As noted in Chapter I, the first step leading to the passage of the 
Indian Education Act was the creation of a subcommittee charged with 
studying all aspects of Indian education. The Part A program owes its 
existence in large measure to the work this committee did in documenting 
the unmet educational needs of Indian children. Thus, it is appropriate 
that our summary of a report dealing with eligibility for service under 
this program should commence with a brief review of the evidence bearing 
on educational needs. 

A. Relative Differences in Educational Needs 

Our examination of differences related to educational needs has been 
limited to just three characteristics, but they all point to the same 
conclusion: the educational needs of Indian children are greatest in 
States where large proportions of Indians are still living on reservations. 
In the major "urban" States, Indian children continue to exhibit educational 
disadvantagement , relative to local and national norms, but this 
disadvantagement is much less severe. 

Poverty 

In 1970, poverty rates for the Indian population (all ages) were 
nearly three times higher in the four major States with large numbers on 
reservations, compared with the major urban States. Poverty differentials 
in the latter States (Indian versus non-Indian rates) were generally 
close to two-to-one, indicating substantial relative disadvantages for 
Indian children, but in the major "reservation" States, these differentials 

approach four-to-one. 

The relationship between poverty and educational disadvantagement Is 
well known: poor children score lower on most measures of achievement, are 
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more likely to fall behind their age-peer^ in school, and are more likely 
to drop out before completing high school* In recognition of these 
relationships, poverty statistics are the principal basis for allocating 
Federal assistance to local school districts for compensatory educatibn 
programs under Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement 
Act (formerly Title I, ESEA). In this connection, it is Reassuring to 
know that about 71 percent of the LEAs applying for Part A grants in ^ 
1980 reported participation in the Title I program. 



School dropout rates 

Although far from perfect, proportions of children ages 5-17 not 
enrolled in school are highly correlated with more direct measures of 
school dropout rates. In Fairfax County, Virginia and Montgomery County, 
Maryland, for example, public and private school enrollments (K-12) 
account for about 99 percent of the total age-gr/^up 5-17, which is what 
one would expect for these highly affluent areas in suburban Washington. 

Once again, the four major urban States exhibit the lowest figure on 
this measure of disadvantagement , with 7.3 percent of their school-age 
Indian children not enrolled in school, and once again the^"reservation" 
States have nearly twice this proportion (13.3 percent). Statistics of 
this type for particular areas ire highly stable from year to year, and 
this means that many Indian children now available to be served in our 
schools are on their way to becoming a dropout statistic in some future 
year. 
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Use of an Indian language in the home 

Our special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns (which 
unfortunately did not include current measures of poverty) indicate that 
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about 103,000 Indian children in public schools are from homes where an 
Indian language is regularly spoken. This amounts to about 29 percent 
of the 360,000 Indian children in the public school universe. 

Language-usage may be viewed as o^e measure of cultural assimilation. 
On this view, we should not be surprised tp find that the projiortion of 
children in Indian-language homes is lowest in the major urban States 
(7.3 percent), and highest in the four States where most of the children 
are living on reservations (71.3 percent). 

The 14.4 percent figure for Group 5 (see Line C.2 in the righthand 
co^mn of Table 5-1) is mostly a reflection of the fact that use of an 
Indian language^as reported for all the one thousanjchoctaw reservation 
children in Mississippi. 

B. Review of Differences Among State Groups 

The last table to be presented sums up our major findings for the 
five State groups comprising the nation. In looking for patterns in the 
data on Part A participation, we examined a number of variables which 
might serve as a basis for grouping States with similar characteristics. 
We settled on four: the size of the school-age Indian population (major 
States were defined as those with at least 8,300), the proportion of 
children living on reservations (the four States in Group 1 were highest 
among the 15 major States), the proportion of children living in urban, 
non-reservation areas (Group 3 represents the four highest major States), 
and Part A participation of one or more LEAs In the State. 
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TABLE 5-1 » Comparisons of Five State Groups, Defined by Size of School-Age 
Indian Population, Percent Urban, Percent on Reservations, and 
Participation in the Part A Program 



Fifteen Largest Indian States 

4 High % 7 Inter- 4 High % 26 Other Remaining 

State Groups Reserv.:AZ^ mediate UrbaniCA Part A States & 

MT,^}M,SD States* MI,NY,TX States D,G, ** 



A. Defining Characteristics 

1. Size of Indian popula- 
tion, ages 5-17 (1980 

sample) 111,800 136,200 92,700 78,300 10,800 

2. Percent of school-age 
Indian children in 
urban non-reservation 

areas 18.7% 40.8% 76.2% 56.6% 51.0% 

3. Percent on reservations.. 67.5% 11.4% 5.6% 16.8% 9.3% 

4. Children counted for 
Part A grants — percent 

of national total 22.8% 46.8% 18.6% 11.8% -0- 




B. Total Indian Population 

1. Percent of total 

population (all races)... 6.2% 1.8% 0.5% 0.3% \ 0.1% 

2. Percent in poverty, 1970 

Highest State rate 60.4% 43.5% 22.9% NA NA 

Lowest State rate 45.1% 26.6% 21.2% NA NA 

C. School-Age Indians, 1980 

1. Percent not enrolled 13.3% 9,0% 7.3% 9.3% 11.1% 

2. Percent in homes where 

Indian language is used.. 71.3% 20*0% 7.2% 16.6% 14.4% 

D. Differences in Estimates 

! ^ 

1. Ratio of sample estimate 
to complete-count for 

Indians 5-17, (1980) 1.01 1.02 1.14 1.09 1.19 

2. Ratio of only Indian 

ancestry to Indian race.. .04 .18 .44 1.06 3.17 

3. Ratio of Part A to OCR 

reports in 1976***....... 1.06 1.17 1.27 1.03 — 

E. Proportion of Second-Degree 
Children of all 1982 Part A 

Documented Students ......... .014 .175 .433 .166 

SOURCE: See text^ tables and appendices. f 

* Alaska, Minnesota, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin. 
** Delawal?^e, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Hamp^ire, Pennsylvania, 

Tennessee, and West Virginia. 
*** Matched LEA's only. 
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Along the way in our analysis, we have accumulated a good many 
observations about these five groups of States, and as Table 5-1 indicates, 
there is a pattern to the patterns. Looking just at the contrasts between 
Groups 1 and 3 (i.e., the contrasts within the 15 major IndiamStates) , 

♦ 

we find that alternative measures, estimates, and definitions of school- 

age Indian . children (and specifically, of eligible children in Part A 

districts) are most stable and consistent for Group 1, where the educational 

dlsadvantagement of Indian children is greatest, and least stable or 

consistent in the major urban States which exhibit less severe levels of 

dlsadvantagement. In this light, the findings presented in Chapter II 

concerning growth in Part A participation between 1976 and 1980 (see ^ 

Table 2-6 on page 25) are reassuring, because the States with the most 

stable Indian counts andythe greatest educational needs registered the 

greatest gains, while slight declines In participation occurred in the 

major urban States. Similarly, our estimates of Part A participation rates 

(Table 3-3 on page 37) indicate that up to 96 percent of all eligible 

children are being served in Group 1, in contrast to an upper-limit 

estimate of 79 percent for the urban States comprising Group 3. ^ 

C. Problems of Acqess Unrelated to the Statutory Definition 

There are at least three categories of Indian children who effectively 

do not have access to educational services provided by Part A of the 

Indian Education Act: those not enrolled in public schools, those enrolled 

in such small numbers as to render local projects impractical, and 

those in LEAs that elect not to participate in the program. The relative 

k 

size of these three groups sets significant limits on Part A participation, 
independent of any possible changes in the statutory definition of eligible 

children. ^ 
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Indian children not enrolled In public school 

Table 3-3, based on the 19j(o sample Census estimates (page ^Tabove) 
Indicates that as many as 70,000 Indian children may be outside the public 
school universe. 1 More than a third of these children are in the four 
States with large proportions on reservatlons--42 percent more than would 
be expected if such children«^wete uniformly distributed in proportion to 
the size of the tcrfal school-age population. 

Children too dispersed in public schools to fae served » 
The 1976 OCR data indicate that about 13,300 public school Indian 
enrollments occur in districts where Indian students amount to fewer than 10. 
As of 1980, according to the Part Aerogram File, only 7 such children 
were being served. Looking at the 20,100^ Indians enrolled in small school 
districts (those with total, all races, enrollments of under 300), we saw 
in Chapter II (page 27) that Part A coverage is fully comparable to that 
achieved for Indian students in all larger districts. Nevertheless, the 
administration costs associated with Part A participation Impose real 
limits on the actual levels of service that can be provided in small LEAs 
or LEAs serving small numbers of Indian children. 

' ^ t : 

Other children in LEAs electing not to participate in Part A 
Our OCR-based estimates of public school Indian children not served in 
1976— the ye*ic for which estimates of this type are most trustworthy— 
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1 Our caution in describing this estimate stems from concerns about 
reporting of Indian enrollments in the Census. For a discussion of 
this, see pages 38-39 above. 

2 The fi^thcomlng evaluation study of the impact of the Part A v 
services being conducted for the Department by Development Associates, 
Incorporated may shed some light on thse llraltatlons, even among LEAs 
qualifying for inclusion in the study— at least 30 Indian students, 
and at least three continuous years of participation. 
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show a total of 109, 7 00 (Table 3-1 on page 33). When this figure is 
reduced by the numbers of Indian children in small LEAs or amounting 
to fewer than ten in the LEA, we are left with something close to 80,000 
m LEAs that might conceivably participate but have elected not to do so. 
Clearly, this is the most important of the three groups of children who 
are denied access to Part^A services. 

Time has not permitted a full analysis of^^^rs contributing to 
non-participation of LEAs with significant Indian enrollments. 3 As our 
analysis in Chapter II demonstrates, there has been a good deal of turnover 
among the Part A LEAs from year to year (Tables 2-2 and 2-4 on pages '15 
and 19). Reasons for this are a matter of speculation, but based on an 
examination of the size of annual grants to LEAs, we suspect that economic 
considerations are important'. In 1980, 21.6 percent of the Part A 
grants to local projects amounted to less than $10,000, and another 46.3 
percent were in the range, $10,000 to under $40,000. A special program 
with regular recordkeeping, reporting, and evaluation require«t6nts has 
certain unavoidable administrative costs associated with it, before 

♦ 

anything is spent on the, actual provision of service. If staffing and 

administrative- costs are not to exceed 50 percent of the grant amount, 

we suspect that a total grant of more than $40,000 may be needed, and as 

we have just seen, more than two-thirds of the LEA grants were below 

this figure in 1980. In terms of educational impacts, a lack of sustained 

service over a period of years, or services amounting annually to only 
< 

3 ^The special survey conducted by the/previous study (described J" . 
Ap^ndix M solicited Information on this point directly, of a limited 
sample of non-participating LEAs represented In the Part A Program 
File, but we are unable to assess the responses obtained since the 
inquiries were by telephone, and no systematic records were kept. 
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$20 or $30 per child (after deducting administrative ''overhead" costs), 
may be nearly the e^ivalent of no service at all. 
The Relation of Definitions to Indian Counts 

Ir 

When answers are observed to vary widely, it is tempting to believe 
that either the witness is being careless with the truth or the question 
was not asked with sufficient precision. Lawyers are not alone in 
believing this. Survey statisticians, when confronted with hard-to-credlt 
numbers, generally complain about careless respondents and set about 
refining their questions for fhe next study. Indeed, the analogy can be ^ 
carried a step further, because experienced lawyers and statisticians 
have both learned' that excessively elaborate questions (generally the 
price one pays for precision) merely confuse the witness (or respondent) 
and produce a further loss of quality In the answers obtained. 

In regard to Indian statistics, our evidence Indicates that Ln the 
four major States with high proportions of Indians on reservations It 
-txc^rcely matters how the question Is put— the answers are almost uniformly 
the same. In other parts of the country, however, the numbers vary 
dramatically — not only In response to what question Is asked, but when 
the question Is asked and the context In which It Is presented.* 

In 1978, In lieu of changing the statutory definition of Indian, 
Congress elected to modify and extend the Information required on the 506 
Indian student certlflc^l^n forms, while mandating this report at the ' 
same time. The 506 forms represent a'" rather determined effort to 
"operatlonallze," or Impart added precision to, the basic question of 



* In this latter connection, see our analysis of differences between the 
complete-count and sample estimates of Indians In. the 1980 Census data 



(Appendix C). 
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eligibility for services provided under the Indian Education Act. 
UnfQrtunately , there is some reason to believe that, except in the hands 
of experienced experts, the 506 form produces confusion: its logic is by 
no means self-evident, and lacking familiarity with the statutory 
definition, it is not easy to decide how to fill out the form efficiently 
and in conformity to the instructions.^ Our special study of the 506 
forms was not designed to pick up evidence of con^sion, and it is 
reasonable to assume that local project directors have screened out some 
of the confusion by asking parents to make corrections • Nevertheless, 
there is evidence of confusion in the data we obtained, with about 5 percent 
of the forms providing redundent or contradictory responses 

We see no solution to the problem of how to impart stability and 
uniform meaning to the numbers of students locally, counted for participation 
in the Part A program. As members of various Indian communities have 
pointed out repeatedly, the term Indian has no singular meaning.^ Indeed, 
for years, it was the official policy of the Federal government to promote 
the assimilation of Indian groups and thus dilute or erode the social 



5 It was a failure to conform to thif^logic that invalidated 

the special survey conducted by tfe ptevious study (see Appendix A). 
Thus, with some chagrin, we mub-fe-^niote that the logically defective 
question used in that survey escaped the notice of reviewers. We 
are also unable to find any evidence that this defective question 
produced any complaints from respondents in the 320 Part A LEAs 
to whom the questionnaire was mailed. 

^ Many Eskimo and Aleut forms indicate first- and second-degree descent, 
and for some children shown to be members of tribes in their own 
right, first"" and second-degree descent was also indicated.. We are 
unable to estimate confusion orf the point of priorities as between 
Alaska native. Federal recognition, and State recognition because 
our method of recording the forms imposed those priorities. 

^ One reflection of the diversity of Indian communities Is the fact that 
coders at the Bureau of the Census recognize more than 500 Indian 
tribes and 187 Indian languages. 
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meaning of the terra^ In the decade of the-^eventles , however, the Federal 

- . h. 

governraerft ^ook a number of steps calculated to heighten or validate^ 

« 

racial and ethnic self-awareness , and our evidence shows there were substantial 
shifts in the population toward Indian identification during this period,^ 

Whatever the doubts concerning Indian statistics, the purposes of the 
Indian Education Act continue to be valid ones, and there is ample evidence 
of continued need. Responsible managers will always want a system of 
logical accounts for any program they administer, but there are real 
costs associated with any accounting system, and those costs should never 
be permitted to overwhelm the basic purposes of the program. 




Analysis presented in Appendix C Indicates that 66,000 of the school- 
age Indian children enumerated in the 1980 Census were reported in 
a different race category in 1970. 
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APPENDIX A ; ANALYSIS OF DEFECTS IN THE ESTIMATES CONTAINED IN THE 1981 

REPORT ON THE DEFINITION OF INDIAN 



1. The Special Survey of Part A and Non-Part^. A ^School Districts 

In May of 1980 the previous study conducted a special mall and telephone 

survey of a sample of 424 school districts drawn from a "universe" of . 

about 3,200 districts with one or more Indian students^^ The study relied 

on this survey for answers to three key questions: r 

o How many children would lose eligibility if the statutory definition 
4 was changed to exclude second-degree descendants? (Answer: 7,700, 
/ or less than 2 percent of all current eligibles. — See Table 9' on 

page 22 of the 1981 report.) ^ 

o How many eligible Indian children were enrolled in LEAs not receiving 
Part A grants in 1980? (Answer: Close' to 80,000 as indicated in 
Table 16 on page 31). ; 

o How many of the Indian children enrolled In LEAs with Part A grants 
were actuaily being served? (Answer: 282,430 or about 86 percent 
of the 3^400 reported enrollments, from Table 14 on page 30). 



Defective survey instrument 

The survey was initiated through a mail questionnaire which asked 
just three questions. Question 1 requested identification of the LEA 
respondent. Qtiestion 3 asked for estimated numbers of Indian children 
being served under Title IV of the Indian Education Act and the percentage 
of those same children served under the Johnson O'Malley Act. Questior^ 2 
is reproduced in its entirety below: 



1 See In this connection Table A--1 on page 61 of the 1981 report. 
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2. Please give below the number of Indian children on Che 
rail of the schools in your school district as of 
October 1, 1979, or the nearest date thereto when a fall 
membership count was taken. 



(Number) 

"--O (a) Of this number: 

(1) What percentage of these children are 
members of federally recognized tribes? 

(2) What percentage of these children are 
members of non-f ederally recognized 
tribes? 

(3) What percentage of these children do 
not fall under either of the above 
categories? 



TOTAL • 100 7. 



(b) Of this number, in your judgment : 

(1) What percentage of these children 
are considered Indians only by virtue 
of theif natural parents (ancestors, 
first degree)? 

(2) What percentage* of these children 
are considered Indian only by virtue 

of their natural grandparents (ancestor, 
2nd degree)? 



(3) What percentage^ of these children are 
considered Indian for neither of the 
above reasons (for example, adoptions, 
foster children, children in 
institutions , etc • )? 



TOTAL i. 100 J i' 

A ccitical^defect is contained in Question 2(b), which refers to the 

total number of Indian children im the district and requires the percentages 

> ■ 

to add up to 100. To address the study mandate, the question of 
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descendency should apply only to the children represented in category 
three o^ Question 2(a)~those children that are neither members of federally ^ 
recognized tribes nor members of non-f e^d^j:«Hy recognized tribes. This 
concept is expressed in the phrase, "only by virtue of/* but is contradicted 
by the requirement that the percentages add to 100. Based on the few 
returned questionnaires we have been able to examine, it appears that 
most respondents ignored the restrictive language ^of the question and 
reported percentages which accounted f^r all of their Indian students. 
Oddly enough, this interpretation is reflected in the original report's 

estimates of sampling errors (Appendix A), where the estimated number of 

< 

second -degree Indian children in the United States is shown to be 
about 110,000 (plus or minus 5,800), as opposed to the 7,700 figure 
given in the body of the report (Table 9, page 22). 

I ncomplete universe of school districts with Indian enrollments 
The seciond major flaw of the special survey Is that the universe of 
school districts from which the survey sample was drawn was inadequa^ly 
identified. Subsequent iavestigation revealed that the universe was 
defined as those districts represented in the Office of Indian Education's 
Part A Program File. With only minor ^erlcceptions , all districts receiving 
Part A grants over the period 1976 to 1980 are accurately represented In this 
file, but the file is seriously incomplete in its representation of non- 
Part A districts with Indian enrollments. Using the Office for Civil 
Rights 1976 census of public elementary and secondary school districts, 
we have identified over 3,500 LEAs, with Indian enrollments totallag 34,600, 
which are not included in the Part' A Program file, and therefore could 
not have been selected for participation in the special survey. 
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2. Comparisons with Independent Estimates 

The prior stu4;^ included tjg^^ independent estimates of the number of 

Indian children for comparison with the estimates on the Office of Indian 

Education's Part A Program file — the 1^978 Office for Civil Rights estimate 

of Indian children enrolled In public schools, and projections of school-age 

Indian children from 1970 to 1980. latter estimates were based on . 

the 1970 census counts, informatibn about births, and certain assumptions 

about shifts in racial Identification contributing to greater numbers of 

self-reported Indians. These comparisons were designed to address two 

basic questions: ^ 4 

o The validity question ; Are es timates based on the Program 
file (and the survey which used this file as its sampling 
frame) reasonably coasistent with otljer independent estimates? 

o The trend question : Have there been significant changes ,r 
over time in the proportion of ^independently estimated 
school-age Indian children claimed by districts participating 
in the Part A Program? 



The validity question was ^axamined from two standpoints. First, estimates 

♦ 

of Indian children in public school districts repre*Sented in Program 

fite as of 1980 were compared with the 1978 Office for Civil Rights 

survey estimates of the same population. Allowing for increases over 

? 

the two-year interval separating the two estimates, the OCR figure was 
judged to be about 5 percent lower. However, as the Program file also 
includes the 1978 claims for Part A districts as well as the 1978 enrollments 
of other districts not participating in the program, it was not necessary 
t6 speculate about changes over the two-year interval. Before making ' 
this comparison, however, the 1978 OCR estimate must be adjusted upward 
to allow for Indian students in districts with total enrollments of less 
than 300, and by one of those strange coincidences of statistics, this 
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adjascmeac araouaCj^to about 5 perceat.* Table A-1 lacorporaCes these adjuscmeiits 
la Che 1978 OCR esCiraaCes, and exhibits logically comparable estimates 
based on districts represented in the- Part A program file for 1978. 

TABLE A-1 ; Comparison of Adjusted 1978 OCR and Part A Program File 
I Estimates for 1978 of Districts with> One or More Indian • 

1 Students 

Source of Estimate and Size Number of Total Indian 

of Indian Enrollments Districts Enrollments 

1978 OCR, Adjusted* 

1-9 Indian students 4,264 13,700^' 

10+ Indiaa students 2\830 334,400 

TOTAL 7,094 ' 348,100 

1978 Part A Program File 

1-9 Indiaa students 583 2,800 

10+ Indian students 2,573 . 392,300 

1^ 'TOTAL.... 3,156** ^ 395,100 

* Based oa a comparison with the 1976 OCR survey for districts with 
total enrollments of less than 300, the number of districts shown 
for 1978 has been increased by 881 (of which 5)30 fall in the'^category 
of 1-9 Indians) and total Indian enrollments have been increased by 
18,700 (of which 1,700 fall in the- 1-9 Indians ^ategory). 



** The total number of districts represented in the Program File for 
the period, 1976-1980, is 3,641, but 485 of these are shown as 
having no Indian enrollments as of 1978. 

SOURCE: Special^ tabulations of the Part A Program File, the 1978 OCR 
file, and the 1976 OCR file. 
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The 1978 OCR survey sampled 6,056 of the estimated 12,000 districts 
^A^lth enrollments \£ 300 or inore. Using data from the 1976 OCR survey 
(when all 16,000 public school districts were canvassed) it is possible 
to estimate the number of small districts with one or more Indian 
students and their total Indian enrollments. 
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The prlaclpal coaclusloas which emerge from an examlaaCioa of Table A-1 
are first, Chat Che Program File is not adequately ^presenCaCive of Che 
uaiverse of public school disCricCs wich Indian enrollmencs, and second 
thaC subsCanCial discrepancies musC exisC beCween Che numbers of Indian 
scudencs conCained in Che Program File for individual disCrlcCs and whaC 
Chose disCricCs reporCed Co Che Office for Civil Righcs. Since Che 
Program File conCains all of Che ParC A disCricCs, Che neC effecc of 
Chese discrepancies is Co subsCanCially undersCaCe Che number or non- 
parClcipaCing disCricCs and also Co underesCimaCe Cheir Indian enrollmenCs. 
The only way Co obCain conclusive evidence on Chis lasc poinC is Co aCCempC 
Co macch individual school disCricCs represenCed in Che Cwo files. Using 
Che 1976 OCR file (che mosc recenC survey covering all public school 
disCricCs), our analysis shows chaC abouC 32,500 Indian enrollmenCs were 
reporCed Co Che Of f ice- for Civil RighCs in 1976 by disCricts noC represenCed 
in Che Program File Chrough 1980. A compleCe descripcion of Chis analysis 
is presenCed in Chapter III. 

The second validaCion comparison was made againsC Che projeccion for 
1980 of 495,600 school-age Indian children as deC^rmined from 1970 Cejnsus 
counCs and other assumpCions. The analysis in ChapCer 4 of Che previous 
reporC demonstrates that after subtracting from this number, children 
not enrolled in public 'schools and those enrolled In non-participating 
districts, the remainder coincides perfectly with the aggregate claims of 
Part A districts ia 1980 — namely, 328,400. Unfortunately, there were twg 
critical errors in this analysis: the number of Indian children in public 
school districts not participating in the Part A programs was underestimated 
by about 30,000, arid the number of school-age In^^an children was 
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overestimated by about 90,000. Thus, when corrections are made for these 
two errors, it becomes impossible to balance the accounts and validate 
the claims of Part A districts. 

3. Summary of Findings Concertfelng the Previous Report 

Due to inflated projections of school^age children, the omission of a 
large number of districts with significant Indian enrollments from the 
Program FilT on wMch the previous study rMied, and a defective questionnai 
major conclusJtens set forth in the 1981 report could not be sustained. 
These conclusions involved the validity of enrollment claims for the 
Part A program, participation ttends in recent year^ numbers of Indian 
children in eligible but non-participating school districts, and estimates 
of the impact of excluding children who are Indian by virtue of second 
degree descent. Since these matters were judged to be central to the 
purposes of' the study, the Departraent^dec lined to endorse the report's 
estimates and undertook the further work which has resulted in this 
• report. 



APPENDIX B ; DESCRl^PTION OF THE SPECIAL STUDY OF THE 506 FORMS 
' ' (SPRING, 1982) ' 



Overview 

This Appendix provides a description of the procedures used b:^' Developnient 
Associates' field staff to collect Indian Certification (bOC) form information 
from a representative sample of 116 projects during the Title IV, Fart A Impact 
Evaluation. The information was collected during the Spring of 1S81 (April, Ma> 
and June), during site visits which also collected data for the Impact 
Evaluation. Information was gathered from 33,940 IndiaTTStu^nt Certification 
forms in the 116 LEAs with Title IV, Part A projects. In some projects, ' 
information was copied frpm all available forms, while in other projects 
information was copied from a random sample of the forms, based on centraH^%^ 
developed guidelines. 

Specific Procedures Used - . - 

A number of quality control procedures were used to ensure that (1) the proper 
number of 506 forms wer/^acciira.tely selected and (2) ' information was properly 
recorded without distortion or omissions. 

1. Staff 

Experienced, well trained Native American data collectors were used as field 
staff. The staff were assigned to the same projects v^hich they had visited 
during the Impact Evaluation studj^'s Fall data collection visit. On]y the 
most qualified field staff vjere retained for Spring data collection purposes. 
Thus, these staff were familiar with the local context, and with file da-ta 
sources at these sites. 
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Field s-taff worked in teanis of two, with one person ciesic^nated as leafii 
leader. The team leaders were responsible for locatinc, the relevant set of 
505 forms from site sources, appl^in9 the sampling stratec,y, and quality 
control of the recorded information in the field. 

2. Training 

0 

All field staff were formally trained in group sessions, using a variety of 
training techniques. The need to perform this work accurately was stressed. 
Also, all terms were also explained; all questions were resolved; and 
contingencies were discussed. Dunii^^raining, field staff used and retained 
a comprehensive field data collection manual which contained explicit 
instructions, samples of blank forms and examples of how to 'record information 
from the 506 forms onto the data collection recording sheets. * 

3. Selection of Forms * 

Each member of the field staff was provided during training with a spread 
sheet indicating the total number of 506 forms expected per site and the 
sampling fraction to be used in determining the actual number of 506 forms 
from which dath were to be recorded. A supplementary sheet entitled "506 Form 
Sampling Procedures " was provided the staff for use in determinincj the 
particular 506 forms for review. These instructions explained how to select 
forms using the sampling fraction for each project found on the spread sheet. 
It indicated, for example, -that to apply a sampling fraction of .67, field 
staff were to collect data from two of every three forms, and tliat this , was to 
be done by skipping the first form out of every group of three, and using the 
other two. 

Field staff were explicitly told that the sampling fraction was to be applied 
to the total number of forms actually found at the site, and that tht expected 
number of 506 forms (which came from the projett funding application) was 
provided only as a guide. 
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4. Recording of Inforniation 



* * 



Information on descendency and from "Item B" of the 506 forms v/ere recorded. 
Field staff used a machine-processable, specially-designed data recording form 
with pre-printed labels on columns. This form closely resembled actual 506 
forms with respect to the two types of information to be recorded. The 
project name was written on each data recording sheet used, as well as the 
page number v;here there were continuation pat^es. Each line of the data 
recording form was used in sequence without skipped lines being fjt^e^enju^As 
many continuation sheets were used as needed to record the full number of 
Students selected. 

Staff were instructed first to record information for the item dealing with 
descendance (i.e., whether the tribal member Is a child, natural parent or 
natural grandparent). Checkmarks were used for recording purposes for this 
Item. If tvyo or more boxes were checked on the actual 506 form, then field 
staff were instructed to record whatever was marked, and not make any decision 
on which answer to select. (Central office coders later manually reviewed 
each page from each site, and based on discussion and guidance from stud^ 



directors, assigned a unique code to each combination of checkmarks found In 



Field staff then used checkmarks to record "item B" Information. Again, they 
were Instructed to record whatever was found on the actual form, even if both 
"Column 1" and "Column 2" " were checked. Multiple check marks In either of 
the two "Columns" also were recorded when they appeared. 

Following data collection., quality reviews were done by trained coders and 
editors at the central office before the^ data recording f«rms v;ere sent to ttie 
keypunching facility which was given explicit ana 100% Independent 
verlfication/lata' entry instructions. Codes to be keystroked v^ere pre-prlnteu . 
en the form to minimize data entry errors, and were supplemented as needed. 




this Item, so that actual responses were retained.^ 
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APPENDIX C; EVALUATION OF THE 1980 CENSUS DATA ON INDIANS 

L. Increases In Indian Birth-Cohorts Between 1970 and 1980 

Table C-1 breaks down the 1970 and 1980 census data for school-age (5 
through 17) Indian race children into a set of birth cohorts, specified 
to facilitate intercensal comparisons, as well as interpolations for 1976. 
The structure of Table C-1 is familiar to demographers, who ^re accustomed 
to "aging" birth cohorts and watching them move up in the population ^ 
pyramids described by each of the decennial censuses. Thirty or forty 
years ago, it was even possible to estimate race-and-age-specific mortality 

TABLE C-1 ; Estimates of Indian Children Cohorts from the 1970 and 
1980 Census, with Interpolations for 1976 ' 

t' ~ Numbeifs in Thousands 

1970 1976 Inter- 1980 1970-1980 
Birth Cohorts Census* -polations Census** thcrease 

1. Born 1953 to 1958. 114.7 140.1 157.0 42.3" 

2. Born 1959 to 1962 91.2 109.8^ 122.2 31.0 

3. Born 1963 to 1965 69.3 87.6 99.8 30.5 

4. Bom 1966 to 1970 114.3 135.6 149.8 35.5 

5. Bom 1971.* ". ~ 25^^ 28.2 

6. Bom 1972 to 1975 ~ 102.0 112.7 



Total Ages 5-17 in the years 

indicated 275.2 358.5 390.5 115.3 

Born 1963 to 1970 183.6 223.2 249.6 66.0 



* 1970 Census estimates are adjusted fo/ Estimated Net Undercounts. See 
in this connection Passel, Jeffrey S. ,' Provisional Evaluation of the 
1970 Census Count of America^ ^dians , in Demograf)hy , Volume 13, 
Number 3, August 1976 ("Preferted Estimate" in Table 1, p. 398). 

** 1980 Census figures are based on unpublished tabulations of the 

complete Census returns for Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut children. The 
estimates shown here have been reduced by 3.8 percent. (The 1980 
sample estimate of Eskimo and Aleut children expressed as a percent 
of the combined races figure for children ages 5-17.) 
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rates by this method, based on progressive reductions in tt)e total size 

of the .cohort. What is shown in Table C-1, however, is 3,1 to 43 percent V 

increases in the .four birth cohorts for which a 1970 to ^80 comparison 

is possible. Confronted with data such as these, any v traditional demographer 

trould immediately suspect major problems of methodology or serious defects 

in the logical accounts. In fact, both types of pr^oblUs are involved 

in any direct comparison of the published figures, for iV/O and 1980, vbut 

we have done our best to correct for them in our table. "Specifically, 

the 1970 figures include corrections for an undirenumeration of Indians ^ 

in the 1970 Census, and the 1980 figures have been adjusted to exclude 

Eskimo and Aleut children for the sake of comparability with the 1970 

Census, which included these two groups in the "Other races" category. 

What we are left with is a substantive problem. Based on the 1980- 
Censu], we would estimate (allowing for infant mortality) that a little 
over 250,000 Indian children were born between 1963 and 1970. Using the 
1970 Census findings, however, we would believe the true number to be 
• less than 190,000. This particular group is of direct concern bicause 

they were living at the time of the 1970 Census, and in 1980, at ages 10-17, 
were a major portion of the school-age population. Note that the increase 
in size of this birth cohort accounts for more than half of the ten-year 
iacrease in the number of school-age Indian children (66,000 out of 
115,300). Are these 66,000 "new Indians," 66,000 previously misclassif ied 
tf!*- Indians, or some impossible-to-specify combination of the two? For 

further enlightenment, we turn to an examination of the Census questions 
^sked In 1970 and ia 1950. 
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2. Changes In the Form and Meaning of the Race Questions 

V 

The most' conspicuous difference between the two questions exhibited 
below Is the proliferation of categories between 1970 and 1980 — from 
9 to 15* Of equal Importance Is the fac^that the 1980 question omits 
any reference to race. Strictly speaking, there was no race- question as^ 
such In the 1980 Census. 



Item 4 of 1970 Census 
Questionnaire 



Item 4 of 1980 Census 
Questionnaire 



4. COLOR OR RACE 
Fill one circle 

If "Indian (American)" also give tribe 
If "Other," also give race. 

o White 

o Negro or Black 
o Indian (Amer.) 

Print Tribe: 

o Japanese 
o Chinese 
o Flllpiao 
o Hawaiian 
Q Korean 

o Other: Print Race: 



4. IS THIS PERSON— 



Fill one circle. 



o White 

o Black or Negro 

o Japanese 

o Chinese 

o Filipino 

o Korean 

o Vietnamese 

o Indian (Amer.) 

Print Tribe : 
o Asian Indian 
o Hawaiian 
o Guamanlan 
o Samoan 
o Eskimo 
o Aleut 

o Other— Specify : 
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Changes In questions related to race are one expression of the changing 
meaning of traditional racial categories. Another is the evidence of 
iacreases In the size of Indian birth cohorts between 1970 and 1980. 
Still another is to be found In comparisons of sample estimates with 
complete-count figures for school-age Indians In the 1980 Census. 
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3. Differences Between Sample Estimates and Complete-Count Figures In 1980 

r 

Table C-2 shows that the "long-form" Census sample questionnaires appear 

to have elicited 'Slightly different responses to the (unlabelled) race question 

than did the "short-form" complete-count questionnaires. Interpretations 

of the observed differences .are partly a ma-tter of speculation, but it Is - 

almost certain that the differences are not due to nortn&l sampling variability. 

On average, the 1980 Census "long-form" sample covered 20 percent 

of the population (a minimum sampling rate of 15 percent, and 50 percent" 

In small jurisdictions with an entitlement under the General Revenue Sharing 

Act). Normal sampling variability could be expected to produce small 

deviations above and below the "true" or complete-count figures. 

. TABLE C-2 : Comparison of 1980 Sample and Complete Count Figures for 
Indian, Eskimo, and 
Appendix table ) 



Indlan, Eskimo, and Aleut Children, Ages 5-17 (see also 



Numbers In Thousands 

Complete 20 Percent Sample Ratio of Col. 2 

Count Totals Estimates to Col. 1 



Alaska 19.6 19.7 1.01 

Arizona 50.1 50.4 1.01 

California 50.3 ^ 56.5 . 1.12 

Michigan 12.5 - 13.9* 1.11 

Minnesota 11.4 12.3 1.08 

Montana 11.7 11.9 1.02 

New Mexico • 33.1 33.^6 1.02 

New York 9.8 11.2 i:i4 

North Carolina... 18.5 18.9 1.02 

Oklahoma 49.2. 1.01 

Oregon 7.8 8.6- 1.10 

South Dakota..... 15.3 '"15.9 1.04 

Texas 8.9 ^ 11.1 1.25 \ 

Washington 17.6 17.7 1.01 

Wisconsin 9.3 9.6 1.03 

Subtotal 324.8 340.7 1.05 

All Others 81.0 - 89.1 1.10 

TOTAL, U.S 405.8 429.8 1.06 

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, unpublished complete-count 

tabulations and special tabulations of the sample data for the ^ 
Department of Education. 
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Table C-2, however, indicates that the sample estimates are larger for 
all 15 of the major Part A States (overall. 5 percent higher for'the 
group) and that for the remaining. 36 States and the District of- Columbia 
(represented here in the "All Others" category), the aggregate excess. ^ 
amounts to 10 percent of the complete-count ^gure. 
4. Estimates of Children of Indian Ance stry But Not Race 

Stlir another type of evidence is available to us from the 1980 
Census. Item 14 of the sample questionnaire requested information on 
each person's ancestry. ("What is this person's ancestry?") and up to 
two responses were recorded. Thus, it is possible to examine the numbejr 
of school-age children for whom American Indian ancestry was reported 
(to the exclusion of an^ other ancestry) but -who were not reported to be 
of the. Indian race (including Eskimo and Ale^t). This permits us to 
consider estimates of "Indian" children, where the definition is expanded" 
to include Indian ancestry (with no other ancestry indicated) but not - 
Indian "race" (the quotes here are to remind us that Item 4 on^the 1980 
Census questionnaire was not expressly designated as a question about race) 

Table C-3 shows that inclusion of only-Indian-artcestry children 
produces modest increases of 4 or 5 percent in States like Arizona and 
New Mexico, while more than doubling the Indian race counts for Texas and 
the other 35 States shown ^ere as "All Others." For three Southern States 
included in this group, the ratio of Indian-ancestry-not-race children -to 
Indian "race" children ranges from 3.7 , to 8.8. 
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TABLE C-4 ; Sample Estimates of School-Age Indian Children for 1980, 
With and Without Only Indian Ancestry Children 

^ . jtjfumbers in .Thousands 

* Other Races But Total of Ratio of 
States "Ra«e" -Indian, Onlf Indian Col. 1 and Col. 3 to 
Eskimo or Aleut Ancestry Col. 2 Col. 1 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Alaska 19.7 0.6 ' 20.3 1.03 

Arizona.... 50.4 2.0 52.4 1.04 

California 56.5 15.3 71.8 ^ 1.27 

Michigan 13.9 ?.7 J 19.6 1.41 

Minnesota 12.3 0.7 / 13.0 1.06 

Montana 11.9 ^ 0.6, 12.5 L.05 

New Mexico 33.6 1.1 34.7 1.03 

New York 11.2 • 5.9 17.1 1.53 

North Carolina. . 18.9 6.4 ; 25.3 1.34 

Oklahama 49.2 . ,10.5 59.7 1.21 

Oregon.......... 8.6 > 2.9 11.5 1.33 

•SoutU Dakota 15.9 ^. 0.3 ' 16.2 1.02 

Texas 11.1 14.9.. 26.0 2.34' 

Washington 17.7 " ' 3.1 • 20.8 1.18 

Wisconsin 9.6 * 0.7 ' * 10.3 1.08 

Subtotal 340.7 70.7 411.4 1.21 . 

All Others 89.1 114.4 203.5 2.28 

TOTAL,- U.S 429.8 " 185.1. 614.9 ^'^^ . 

SOURCE: Special tabulation of the 1980 Census sample returns (U.S. 

Bureau of thfe Census). , . 



5-. Evaluation of These Observations 

h 

The behavior of the 1980 Census statistics on Indian race and ances^try, 
'and the differences in those statistics observed here araoJg States, are 
generally consistent with what might be called the social-psychological 
theory of race. Under this theory, the facts (and statistics ) of race ^ 
will, be most stable -'-both socially and p^sychologically — where' there are 
established patterns of discrimination based on race, and where metiers of 
a given racial group are readily identifiable within their communiti*es • 
The 1980 Census "racie" question is an aipalgara of discriminations bein^ 



■J 



made (or urged) across a diverse range of "communities" but there is no 
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ccJinmunlty in which all the choices it offfers are meaningful. Standard 

responses to progressively elaborated questions are simply not to be 

expected; as the race question changes , so will the answers • 

In regard to the State differences we have observed, the theory fits 

quite well: In States where higher proportions reported a specific tribal 

affiliation (of trfose checking American Indian on the "Irace" question) 

the stavtistics are more stable. The same holds for States with larger 

proportions of ^ Indiaii^r^d for States where there are significant numbers 

living on reservations. Using the 50 States and the District oi Columbia 

as our units of analysis, three variables — percent total population 

Indian, percent of all Indians (race) reporting a tribe or living on a 

reservation, and percent in homes ^here an Indian language is spoken — are 

significantly correlated with both of the variabj.es which measure the 

"expandibility" of Indian counts. This evidence^is presented in Table' C-4. 

TABLE Z-k . Correlations Between StateVLevel AttributesgDf ^ the Indian 
Population and ^[Vo Measured of the Expandib?Lity or 
Instability of .'Indian Counts. 



\ 2r Ratio of Sample Ratio of 

Sta^te-Level^ Attributes ' to^ Complete-Count Ancestry Only 

on Race to Race 



i 

1. Percent of total population in. ' 
the State, ages 5-17, of Indian 
"race" 


r 


- -.31* 


r 


» -.29* 


J) 

2. Percent of Indian race (5-17) 
with tribe reported or living on 
a^reservation 




= -.42** 


r 


= -.72*** 


3. Per:ceat of Indian, race (5-17) in 
homes where an Indiaji language 
is spoken 


ii 
r 


= -.28* 


_i 


= -.38** 


SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 
• Census Sample and Complete- 
data. 


•1980 
-Count 


^ 

* Pr. .less 
** Pr . less. 
*** Pr. less 


Chan 
Chan 
Chan 


.03 

.01 ■ 

.001 



C-7 ^ 

SOT fpri/ mn-'^np^t 

o4 . . 



I 

On thSi^ basis of this evideace, we coaclude Chat the 1980 Census data on 
ladians have a dual significance: they continue to tell us a great deal 
about the real situation of Indians in different parts of the nation, but 
at the same time they also tell us something about the changing meaning 
of "Indian" as a response to different questions presented in different 

V 



contexts and i 
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APPENDIX D: DETAILED STATE TABLES 



1. Part A Participation in 1976 and 1980 

2. Changes in Part A Participation, 1976 to 1980 



3. Matched Coniparisonfe with the 1976 OCR File for Part A LEAs 

4, Variables Use4 in Defining Five State Groups 



5. Racial, Trib^, and Language Characteristics of School-Age 
Children ^ 

6. Educational Characteristics of the School-Age Indian Population 



7. Measures of Concentration of Indian Children in Public Schools: 
1976 



8. Selected Characteristics of Individual States 

9. OCR Reports of Indians in Public School, 1976, 1978, and 1980 

10. Comparison of 1980 Census Sample, Complete-Count, Race, and 
Ancestry Data 
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TABLE D-15 PART A' PARTICIPATION IN 1976 AND 1980 





X — — — _TnTA 1 


GKAN To"""+ +" 


--NUMBER 


OF 


L EAS — + 


+ TQTAL 


INDIANS + 




1 976 


1980 


1 976 




1 980 


1976 


1980 


9 1 AT C 


r 1 1 
L 1 J 


L 2 J 


[3 J 




[4 J 


C5] 


[6] 


A 1 An A M A * 


99 y h85 


225 ^ 7 94 


5 




6 


1,313 


2, 133 


ALA5KA 


3 f 244 y 7 15 


P AAA p n A 

5^ 28 9, 5 98 


46 




^ 44 


17, 195 


^ 17,992 




2 * 2h 1 y Ph 9 


4,267, 972 


40 


• 


60 


24,200 


33,200 


A D iAa KJ C a ^ 


1h f 223 


on ^ 4 e 

29,6 15 


1 




1 


206 


329 


^Al TCnOuTA 

V*AL I ruKNI A 


3 y 9 1o y H 0 1 


5 , 535 ,601 


159 




155 


36,258 


37,243 


UUL UK AUU 


142 f 222 


J n n OOP 

199, 825 


1 1 




8 


* 1 ,36 1 


1,506 


o n kJ kJ C JO T T 1 1 T 


31^ 090, 


23x962 


5 




2 


24 1 


151 


nCI All A DC 


0 


0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


U U 


0 


0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


c I n D T n A 
rLUKi UA 


73,997 


6 0,991 


5 




5 


764 


510 




•3,967 


0 


1 




0 


50 


0 


U A I.I A T T 

n A W. A 1 1 


0 


' 0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


T n A u n 




219,893 


12 




\ 1 


2, 077 


2, 026 


ILLINuIo ^ 


143,977 


96,045 


•2 




. 2 * 


1,164 


62fl 


*T 1.1 n T A VI A " 

INDIANA 


6,447 


8,294 


2 




2 


68 




T m 1 A 
lUNA 


•* 94 , 075 


97,406 


5 




3 


897 


663^ 


IT A KJ C A C 

NANb Ab 


140 , 0^9 


A £. ^ ^ ft 0 

16 7,708 


7 




6 


1,355 


1 , 250 




0 


0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


1 nil T ft. T A KJ A 


7 it. • Q • 
O/O ^ Q 70 


7 C Z A 0 4 

3^6 , 48 1 


8 




6 


^4 , 22li 


3, 090 


M A T KJ [T ^ 

nAlNt 


c z •an 

30,599 


CO n 4 A 

52,914 


4 A 




4 


660 


462 


M A D V 1 A KJ n 

nAKT L ANU 


263,7 16 


252 ,316 


7 




6 


2,056 


1,518 


MACCA^UIICCTTC 


62 , 0 1 U 


4 7 0 7 0 T 

, 132 , 3o7 


7 




4 


557 


7 14 


ni Un 1 V7 An 




0 QftQ AftO 
^, 7U7,HU7 


4 0 4 

12 1 




4 A ^ 

1 07 


1 9 , 38 9 


18,0 08 


MTKJKJCCnTA ' 

ni NM cbU 1 A 


1 A Q A QIC 

1 , H<$H , 0 1 5 


4 A/Q ftftO 

1,669,0 08 


* A 4. 

6l r 




C A 

56 


1 1,894 


10 ,643 


MTQQTQQTPPT 

nibblbblrri 


1 a n 
0 , 7 U 0 


n 
0 


0 

2 




, 0 


6 0 


0 


M T C< n 1 1 D T 


3 , H04 


C 4 A 7 

5,16/ 


1 




1 


57 


42 


Mn KJ T A A 

nuri 1 A MA 


0 96 , 60 1 


4 A C C ft 4 A 

1,655,0 14 


38 




48 


8 ,296 


10, 583 


n cdk A bi\A 


Q ft 0 
lo / , 7 UO 


744 

22^ ,711 


4 0 

1 2 




4 ft 
1 0 


J ,836 


. 1,586 


Kl Clf A n A 

NbVADA 


0 ^ ft ft 7 ft 

260,030 


3 98 > 706 


1 1 




1 1 


2,559 


3, 034 


NEW nAnrbnlKE 


0 


Or 


0 




0 


0 


0 


NEW JEKbEr 


0 


36,646 


0 




1 


0 


186 


NEW Pi EX I Ci J 


0 Ann 

2,090,317 


3 , 106, 057 


20 




23 


23,460 


25, 172 


VI CI 1 \/n D 1/ 
NEW TURK 


4 ft 0 n CAT 

1,089,503 


1 , 111, 935 


16 


15 


5,693 


4, 954 


NORTH CARD .INA 


1,082,041 


1 ,73 1 , 89 1 


20 




2? 


12,6 97 


16,140 


NORTH DAKOTA 


327,896- 


* 6 1 6 , 9 4 3 


14 




22 


3,599 


4, 905 


ortio 


69,4 19 


183 , 276 


4 


4 


705 


1 ,437 * 


OKLAHOMA 


5,348,29 1 


9 , 248 , 767 


2 i 9 




277 


65,62 1 


79,50 1 


OREGON 


474,921 


921,319 


22 




30 


3,919 


5,509 


PENNSYLVANIA 


0 


0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


RHOD.E ISLAND 


0 


19,676 


0 




3 


0 


122 


SOOTH CAROLINA 


0 


6,995 


0 




1 


0 


70 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


772,238 


1,205,966 


30 




34^ 


8,915 


1 0 , 5 95 


TENNESSE£ ^ 0 


i 0 


0 




0 


0 


^ 0 


TEXAS 


95,784 


14 9,344 


8 




5 


1, 158 


1,214 


UTAH 


300, 969 


520,006 


15 




15 


3,632 


4,954 


VERMONT ^ 


0 


25,445 


0 




1 


0 


193 


VIRGINIA 


27,923 


22,923 


3 




2 


287 


194 


WASHINGTON ^ 


2,093,326 


2,819,209 


69 . 




74 


I8,2gf3 


17,897 


WEST VfRGINIA 


11,290 


0 


1 




•0 


140 


0 


WISCONSIN 


816e455 


1,052,555 


35 




38 


7,016 


6,5-56 


WYOMING 


124,777 


266,300 


. 6 . 




8 


t,093 


1,635 


U. 5. TOTAL 


31,1 10,353 


46,922,070 


Jr 

1,061 


% 


1, 134 


294/-^56 


328,407 



NOTE: Column 6 coa.Cains about 6,400 enrollments in .3^2 tribal ly-cont rolled 
a dP^schools. These schools received grants amountJ.ng to* about $4,7 
million in 1980, in a^4iJtion to the total shorn at the bottom of 
Column 2 for LEA. gp^s in 1980. 
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P^BLE p-2: CHANGES IN PART A PARTICIPATION , 1 976 TO 
+-NUMBER OP LEAS PARTICIPATING-* +— CHANGES 




INDIAN COUNTS— -+ 



»S0 ONLY »76 



ONLY 'SO 



NET DIFF 
ALL LEAS 



LOSSES 



GAINS 



(•76 ONLY) (»80 ONLY) 



STATE 


[1] . 


[2] 


C3] 


[^] 


[5] 


C6] 


ALABAMA 




1 


2 


78^ 


1 10 


443 


ALASKA 




5 


5 


2,517 


1,647 


279 


ARjfeOMA 


38 


2 


22 


6,957 


545 


7,775 


.ARKANSAS 


1 


0 


0 


123 


0 


0 


CALIFCPvMIA 


120 


39 


35 


2,212 


3,922 


5,543 


COLORADO ^ 


7 




1 


327 


45 9 


90 


CCMMECTLCUT 


2 


3 
1 


0 
1 


-1 
-161 


72 
95 


0 
62 


GEORGIA 


0 


1 


0 


0 


50 


0 


IDAHO 


8 




3 


80 


149 


139 


ILLINOIS 


2 


0 


. 0 




0 


0 


IHDIANA 


2 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


lOUA 


3 


1 2 ^ 


0 


0 


223 


0 


KANSAS 


6 


1 


0 




29 


0 


LOUISIA-NA 


6 


. 2 


0 


-668 


1,30 9 


0 


MAIN^E , 




6 


0 




182 


0 


MARYLAND 


6 


1 


d 


-465 


205 


0 


. MASSACHUSETTS 


3 




1 


218 


134 


125 


MICHIGAN 


82 


39 


25 


-73 


2,338 


2,430 


MINNESOTA 


51 


10 


5 


-1,065 


331 


242 


MISSISSIPPI 


0 


z 


0 


24 


60 


0 


MISSOURI 


0 


1 


1 


-51 


57 


42 


I10NTAMA 


35 






• 1,676 


37 1 


V2,86 1 


NEBRASKA 


8 


^ 


2 


-160 


153 


98 


NEVADA 


10 


1 


1 


2 98 


14 


181 


NEW JERSEY 


0 


0 


1 


186 


0 


18*6 


.N'EU MEXICO 


17 


3 


6 


1,7 95 


106 


2,933 


tizvl luRK 


1 D 


4 

1 


U 


— < A Q 

0 O 7 




0 


NORTH CAROLINA 


19 


1 




2,454 


14^ 


~ 1,446 


N3RTH DAKOTA 4 


13 


1 


9 


906 


175 


998 


OHIO 




0 


- 0 


732 


0 


0 


OKLAHOMA 


186 


' 33 


91 


6,696 


4,7 13 


16\356 


OREGON 


19 


3 


ir 


1,663 




Ul 1 1 


RHODE ISLAND 


0 


' 0 


3 


92 


^ 0 


122 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


0 


0 


1 


20 


0 


70 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


23 


7 


1 1 


1,757 


434 


2, 151 


TEXAS 






1 


119 


273 


74 


UTAH 


15 


0 , 


0 ^ 


1,322 


0 


0 


VERr:OKT 


0 


0 


1 


193 


0 


193 


VIRGINIA 


2 


1 


0 


-59 


79 . 


. . <o 


WASHINGTON 


6 1 


* 8 


13 


-104 


1,234 


1,521 


WEST VIRGINIA 


0 


1 


0 


-23 


140 


0 


WISCON'SIN 


t 32 ' 


3 


6 


-487 


144 


1, 179 


WYOMING 


6 


. : 0 ' 


2 


542 


0 


386 


U. S. TOTAL 


859 


203 


276 


29,050 


20, 109 


49,046 



ERIC 



NOTE: Gains shown in Column 6 include enrollments in tribally-corftrolled 
schools (amounting to about 6,400) not' included in the 1976 student 
counts. ' * 
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TABLE D-3: MATCHED COMPARI SON WITH 1976 OCR OF 1976 PART A LEAS 

+ NUMBER OF MATCHED LEAS + +-EXeES5 OF PART A INDIANS OVER OCR+ 



TOTAL 
NUMBER 



# OVER 
110% OF OCR 



RATIO OF NET EXCESS AS EXCESS IN LEAS 

2 TO 1 EXCESS % OF OCR >110% OF OCR 



STATE 


C 13 


[23 




[33 


[43 


[53 




[63 


ALABAMA 


5 


4 


0 


.800 


755 


135. 


3 


332 


ALASKA 


42 


6 


0 


. 143 


-914 


-5. 


4 


119 


ARIZONA 




7 


0 


. 175 


' 1 ,828 


• 8. 


2 . 


934 


ARKANSAS 


1 


0 


^ 0 


.000 


• 12 


6 . 


2 


0 ^ 


CALIFORNIA 


154 


7 1 


0 


.46 1 


6,264 


' 22. 


0 


10,400 


COLORADO 


1 1 


5 


o' 


.455 


-109 


-7 . 


4 


90 


CONNECTICUT 


5 


z 


0 


.400 


31 


14 . 


8 




FLORIDA 


5 


3 


0 


.600 


f68 


28 . 


2 


174 


^GEORGIA 


1 


^ 1 


1 


.000 


. 14 


38 . 


9 


14 


IDAHO 


12 


5 


0 


.417 


200 . 


10 . 


7 


226 


ILLINOIS 


2 


0 


0 


.000 


35 


3 . 


1 


0 


INDIANA 


2 


1 


0 


.500 


16 


30 . 


8 


19 ^ 


lOUA 


5 


2 


0 


.40 0 


39 


4. 


5 


62 


KANSAS 


7 


2 


0 


. 286 


52 


4. 


0 


95 


LOUISIANA 




3 


0 


. 375 


57 1' 


15. 


6 


590 


MA I HE 


5 


3 


0 


.600 


20 • 


9^ 


8 


44 


MARYLAND 


7 


. 2 


- 0 


. 286 


270* 


15. 




953 


MASSACHUSETTS 


7 


4 


0 


.57 1 


.129 ' 


30 . 


1 


1 14 


MICHIGAN 


117 


53 


0 


.496 


5,503 


40. 


8 * 


6,968 


MINNESOTA 


59 


27 


0 


. 458 


1 , 26 1 


13. 


0 


1 > 3 9 9 


MISSISSIPPI 


2 


1 


0 


.500 


2. 


3. 


4 


•5 


MfSSOURI , 


1 


0 


0 


.000 


-17 


-23. 


0 


0 


MONTAIIA 


33 


^.11 


0 


.333 


172 


2. 


8 


898 


N£B:^ASKA 


1 1 


5 


0 


.455 


2ia V 


13t 


5 


20 3 


NEVADA 


1 1 


2 


0 


. 132 


-266 


-9. 


4 


. 38 


NEU MEXICO 


20 


3 


0 


. 150 


398^ 


1 . 


7 


123 


NEN YORK 


16 


. 7 


0 


.438 


1 , 102 


S4. 


0 


1,299 


NORTH CAROLINA 


20 


0 


0 


.000 


-509 




9 


0 


*NORTH DAKOTA 


12 


1 


0 


.083 


. -963 ^ 


-t22. 


6 


28- 


OHIO 


4 


2 


0 


.50-0 


-183 • 


-20 . 


6 


' , 5^8 ' 


OXIAHOMA 


214 


122 


0 


.570 ^ 


'"^^ 16,569 


34. 


3 


18,694 


OREGON 


. 21 


^ 3 


0 


. 143 


-740 


X-16. 


3 


332 


SOUTH DAKOTA. 


29 


* 9 


0 


.3 10 


^1 ,208 


16 . 


2 


1 ,26.1 


TEXAS 




1 


0 


. 125 


-92 


-7 . 


4 


30 


UTAH ' * 


• 15 ^ 


2 


0 


. 133 \ 


-3 19 


-8. 


1 


41 


VIRGINIA 


3 


1 


0 


.333 


16 


5. 


9 


' 17 


UASHINGTON . 


65 


30 


' 0 


.462 


. 2,007 


'14. 


a 


2,^40 


WEST VIRGI'NIA ' 


1 


1 ' 


1 


.000 


95 . 


21 1 . 


,1 


95 


WISCONSIN 


35 


13 




.37 1 


1 ,^524 


27. 


7 


1,635 


WYOMING 


6, 


1 


0 


. 167 


9 


0. 


8 


25 


U. S. TOTAL 


1 ,0212. 


421' ' 


0 


.4 12 


36,373 


14. 


7 


50,296 



NOTE: Negative, figures ' ia Columns 4 and 5 indicate that Part A student^ 
counts were Ibwer than Indian enrollments r.eports to the Office 
for Civil Rights,, ' \. ' 
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T^DLE VARIADLPS USED IN DEFINING FIVE STATE GROUPS- 



4- • 

t 


INDIAIIS AGE 


S ** 1 / — — — — — TT—T T — 




* 


TOTAL 


. PCT ON 


P T 


^ U L • 




NITHER. ' 


RESERV 


UK i> A M 


N " c\ n n ' 

' O J u u 


STATE 


C f] 


12] 




I H, X 


ALABAMA 


2,201 ^ 


0 


-Jz 

. 0 / 




ALASKA 




1 


*> Q 
<- ' 


V CQ 


ARIZONA 


50,377 


76 


<: U 


V c 


ARKANSAS 


2,907 


0 


0 / 




CALIFORNIA 


56,520 


5 


D 1 

o 1 


T t J 


COLORADO 


5,^*78 


1 1 


"7 T 




CONNECTICUT 




1 


A I 

O 1 




OnLAMAU-E 


3 1 


0 


2 / 




DC 


137 


0 , 


inn 

1 U U , 




FLORIDA 


<i. 763 . 




/ J 




OEORGIA 


2,21^ 


0 






HA'-'AIt 


505 


0 


ft 1 

o 1 




I PA 110 


3 9 322 


4 1 


0 u 




ILLIIiOIS ^: 




0 






I N D I A A 


2> t^7 


0 


^ «- 




lO'JA 


1,933 


6. 


A Q 




K Alts AS 


^f, 173 


. 5 


0 ' 




KENTUCKY 


887 


0 .. 


J / 




' LOUISIANA 


3,355 


c 






MAINE 


1 ,226 


35 


o 6' 
<- ' 




nARYUAMD 


. 2, 198 


0 






MASSACHUSETTS 


2.585 


0 , 


O C 




tn CHI CAN 


^ 13, 86 5 




' ■ ' O 


VP C 
1 CJ 


MINNESOTA 


12,302 


26 


"' ■ fe" "7 


1 


• MlSSlSSlPif I . 


2.090 


48 


1 O 

17 




MISSOURI . 


3, 067 


0 






rtONT ANA 


t'l,^9M5 


62 


. c J 


Y 


NEBRASKA 


2,9^43 


31 . 






NEA/AQA 


: 3 , 6 36 


32 


"CI 




NEll HAI1F5HIRE 


256 


0 






: NEW JERSEY 


2,302 


0 


cH 




NEU.ri€^^ICO 


33*604 


58 




Y 


NHii- Y^ORK ^ 


11, 155 


17 


AT: 


Y f- 
ICO 


NORTH CAROLINA 


13,865 




n 


Y r ^ 


NfiRTtf DAKOTA 


6,727 


59 


' * » ft . 




OHIO - 


3*.376 


0 






OKLAH0^1A 


49,2^2 


3 




T CI 3 


OREGON 


8,633 


13 


3 il 


Y 


PF.NNdYLVANI A 


2,537 


0 


/ U 




RHODE ISLAND 


876 


0 






§purH CAROLINA 


1,562 


16 






SOUiH DAKOTA 


1 5 , 925 


' 63 






TEtJNESSEE 


l,3'i-6 


0 


60 , 




TEXAS . 


1 1 , 1 3 Q 


1 


78 


YES 


' n p AH ' 
\j 1 /111 


7 , 159 


34 


53 




, Wtr.MONJ 


273 


0 


14 




VlfeTOINIA 


. 2,0 17 


1 


70 




IIASHINGTON / ^ 


t7,74 1 


29 


'5 0 


YES 


WESr VIRGINIA 


^3^ 


0, 


'28 




ihSCONSLN- 


9,6\6 


31 • 


- • 45 






2,'fj5%v 


58 


2-5 


/ — *^ ▼ 


U, S. TOTAL ; 


^^29,817 ^ 


^ 26 


■•■ '^6^ 1 





-SUnr^ARY IMOrCATORS- 



C0L.2 

>53? 
[5] 



COL , 3 
r-60? 
[6] 



PART A 
IN '30? 
[7] 



YES 



YES 



YES 



YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 



YES 
YES 
YES 



YES 



YES 
YES 

YES^ 



YES 
>ES 



YES 
YES 



YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 



YES 



YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

yes' 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 



NOTE: Calculation of percent urban (Coluran 3)' excludes Indians, in urban 
places located on reservations. With respect to the summary 
indicators, the four States comprising X^roup 1 in, our text tables 
are those' with A "yes^" in Columns ^ 5., while Group 3 States^ 
.are defined by yeses \n Columns' 4 and 6, 



TABLE D-5: RACIAL , TRIBAL , AND LANGUAGE CHARACTERISTICS OF 
SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN: 1980 

V-TOTAL-+ +AMERICAN INDIANS EXCLUDING ESKIMO* AND ALEUT+ 



STATE 



NUMBER 
CI] 



NUMBER 
C2] 



PROP REP 
TPvIBAL 
AFFIL.^ 
C3] 



PROP REP 
RESID.OM 
RESERV- 
C4] 



PROP REP 
USE OF IND 
LANGUAGE^ 
C5] 



ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
D C 

FLORIDA 
6E0RGIA 
HAUAie 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 

NSW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 

PENNSYLVARXA 
RHODE ISLAIJD 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGNj!)\ 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

U. S. TOTAL 

Proportiops shoum in Columns 3 and 5 are fcrc children enrolled in publi 
school only. The number of children in homes where an Indian language 
is spoken (used in calculating Che Column 5 proportions) includes 
Eskimos and Aleuts, hMt this produces an appreciable distort ion, only 
in ,the case of A*iska, where an impossible va^ue of 1.7 is^shown. The 
correct proportion, excluding Eskimo and Aleut children, Is .277, or 
1,691 out of the 6,106 Indian children ensiled in public schools in 
Alaska. 
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19,7^5 


6,76 0 


0.916 


0.039 


1 


.70(r 


50,377 


'50,313 


0.905 


0.76^ 


0 
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2,907 


2,901 


0.837. 


O.OOQ 


0 


072 


56,520 


55,770 


0.772 


" 0.0^3 


0 


.062 


5,^78 


5,^11 


0 .802 


0.109 


0 
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1 , 168 


1 , 162 
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0.010 


0 


0^9 


3H 


3U 
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0 .000 


0 


.069 
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12^ 
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0,000 


0 


.000 


^,763 


^,713 
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0 


. 0^^ 


2,21^ 


. 2,182 
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0.001 


0 


. 0 13 
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^70 


O.MO 


0.000 


0 


.000 


3,322 


3,280 


0.763 


0.^19 


0 


.29^ 




^,359 


0.683 


0 .000 


0 


. 0 96 


2, 1^7 . 


2,110' 


0.7^8 


0.000 


0 


. 026 


1,933 


1,933 


0.827 


' 0. 06^ 


0 


.20^ 


^, 173 


^, 136 


0.851 
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.096 


887 
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0.589 


0.^0 
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.009 


3,355 


3,337 


0.632 


0.016 


0 


.033 


1,226 


1,226 


0.911 


0.351 


0 


.355 


2, 198 


2, H8 


0.6^^ 


0 .000 


0 


. 062 


2,585 


2,5^1 
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0 .000 


0 


. 066 


13,865 


13,820 


0.876 


0. 038 


0 


. 06 9 


12,302 


12,216 


0.8^2 


0.262 


0 


. 159 


2,090 


2,059 


0.688 


0 .^87 


0 


.5 98 


3,067 


3,0^2 


0.801 


0.000 


0 


. 06 1 


11,9^5 


11,919 


0.850 


0.625 


0 


.3H 


2,9^3 


2,930 


0.8^7 


' - 0.315 


0 


.276 


3,636 


3,593 


0.8^8 
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. 28^ 
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0 . 000 
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2,2^9 
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0 
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0 


.26^ 
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^9,2^2 


^9,209 
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0 
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8,^39 


0 .83^ 
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0 
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. 0 1 3 
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.d06 
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15,925 


15,917 


0.913 


0.627 
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.•^6 1 


1,3^6 


1,3^1 
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0.000 


0 


.021 


11,130 


10, 996 


0.72^ 


0 . 0 15 


0 


. 08^^ 


7, 159 


7, H8 


0.889 . 


0.3^2 


0 


.50 1 


27 3 


257 


0'.827 


0.000 


0 


. 031 


2,0 17 


1,981 


0.595 


0.009 


b 


.039^ 


17,7^1 


17,070 


0.862 


0.30^ 


0 


.083 


^39 


^29 


0.^82 


0 .000 


0 


.0 16 


9,626 


9,588 


0.85^ 


0 .315 


0 


. 1 1<) 


2,586 


2,^52 


0.767 


0.586 


0 


.328 


^29,817 


^13,61^ 


a., 827 


0.267 


0 


.298 
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TABLE D-6: EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL-AGE INDIAN POPULATION 

+ NUMBER ENROLLED IN K-12 ~+ + NOT ENROLLED +. 

PROR O'F 
ALL 5-17 
[61 



STATE 



TOTAL 
[1] 



PUBLIC 
[2] 



PRIVATE 
OH RES. 
[3] 



PRIVATE 
OTHER 
[4] 



-ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
D C 

FLORIDA 
GEORGIA - 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND' 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN-^ 
MINNESOTi 
MISSIS^I 
MISSOURf 
MONTAHAJ 
NEBRASJ 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPS\ 
NHW JEl^SEi 
NEW 'MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 

OKLAHOMA • 
OREGON ^ 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
t UTAH 

ver;iont 
virginia 
washington^ 
west virginia 
wisconsin 

WYOMING 

%% 

U. S. TOTAL 




2,031 
18, 1 1 1 
44,258 

2,602 
52,6 33 

4,846 

1 , 120 
297 
117 

4,298 

1 , 965 
490 

3^010 
4, 102 
1 ,963 
1,814 
3,774 
718 
2,909 
1 , 103 
2,044 
2,406 
13,001 
10,947 
1 ,759 
2,740 
10,696 
2,631 
3,380 
236 

2, 107 
28, 130 
10,303 
16,987 

5,983 
3,059 
45,537 
7,721 
2,387 

819 
1 ,465 
13,779 
1 ,222 
9,993 
6,459 

234 
1,861 
15,874 

394 
8,816 
2,270 



1 ,850 
17,760 
39, 118 
2,483 
49,452 
4,522 
1,010 
275 
1 1 1 
4,010 
1 ,879 
443 
2,917 
3,631 
1,753 
1,702 
3,607 
677 
2,609 
994 
1 ,898 
2,238 
12,237 
10, 102 
1,439 
2,641 
10,036 
2,459 
3,012 
218 
1 ,789 
24,717 
9,373 
16,581 
5,601 
2,839 
43,867 
7^,380 
2, 147 
720 
1 ,402 
1 1,879 
1 ,078 
9,604 
6,050 
234 
1 ,763 
15,260 
394 
7,748 
2,21i 



387 ,401 i^359,722 



0 
0 

4,635 
- 0 
116 
0 
0 
0 
0 
t2 
0 
0 
55 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
22 
74 
0 
0 
47 
189 
256 
0 

. 331 
77 
16 
0 
0 

2,000 
31 
138 
174 
0 
0 
29 
0 

0* 

5 

1,441 
0 
0 

317 
0 
0 

102 
0* 
402 
1 1 

10,483 



181 

<^ 351 
505 
119 
3,065 
324 
110 
22 
6 

276 
86 

47 

38 
471 , 
210 
• 112 
164 

41 
•278 
V 35 
146 
168 
717 
656 

64 

99 
329 

95 
352 

18 
318 
1,413 
899 
268 
208 
220 
1 , 670. 
312r 
. 240 

99 

58 
459 
144 
389 

92 
0 

98 
512 
0 

666 
46 

17,-196 



42,416 



NOTE:. 



Numbers of Indian children enrolled in private schools (|:he 
difference between Columns 1 and 2 or the sum of Columns 
may be overstated in the 1980 Census reports. This is d 
in Chapter III^,, pages 38-39. 



12/ 



1/41 



0.099 



3 and 4) 
scussed 



D-6 
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. TABLE D-7: MEASURES OF CONCENTRATIONS OF INDIANS IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 1976 

+PROPORTION IN SCHOOLS WH^^PIndIANS ARE:+ 

/Ptfr. ALL TOTAL 







T Nni AN 

X 11 U X M 11 


1 FSS THAN 
L & ^ ^ 1 n M 11 


S TO MNnFP 

J \ \J Un JJ Crx 


20 PFRTFNT 
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T w nx A w 
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0.000 




0 . 1 


^ o c 


'1.000 


%• 0 0 0 


0.000 


HAUAII J 


0 . ^ 
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IDAHO ^ 
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0.6^2 


0.244 


0.114 
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rv M n w M J 
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0.049 


KENTUCKY 


0 . 5 


3 / 553 


0.051 
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' 0.612 
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735 
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1.000 


0 ,D 0 0 


0.000 


MASSACHUSETTS 
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0 ."57 ^ 
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MICHIGAN 
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17/^13 
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0,297 


0,074 


MT NMFSnTA 


1 ! 3 


11/^17 
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0 . 478 


0 . 122 


MISSISSIPPI 

liX^^X^^XI 1 X 


0 . 1 


353 
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0 . oi 0 
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0 2 


2 / 1 97 


0.736 


0 , 07*1 
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nriNT AN A 
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NORTH CAROLINA 


1 . ^ 


16/050 


0.244 


0 ! 155 


0 ! 60 1 


NORTH nAKOTA 




6/208 


0,154 


0.107 


0 . 738 


DHin 

u n X u (, 


0 . 1 


2.. ! 04 


1.000 


0.000 


0,000 


OKLAHOMA 


1 1 ! 1 


65/257 


o!l27 


o!318 


. 0.555 


OREGON 


1 . 5 


7/257 


0.603 


0 . 302 


0 ..0 95 


PENNSYLVANIA 


0.3 


6«5<^0 


0,177 


0.000 


0 .823 


RHODE ISLAND 


0. 1 


2^7 


1 .000 


0 .000 


0.000 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


0. 1 


625 


1 .000 


0 .000 


0 ,000 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


6.3 


9/ 121 


0 . 166 


0 .277 


0 .556 


TENNESSEE 


0. 1 




1.000 


0.000 


0.000 


TEXAS 


0.2 


^/822 


0.777 


0.001 


0.222 


UTAH 


1.5 


^/6^8 


, 0.606 


0 . 108 


0,285 


VERMONT 




387 


\ 0,152 


0.d08 


0.840 


VIRGINIA 


0.1 


1/126 


0 .859 


0.141 


0 .000 


WASHINGTON 


2.5 


19/056 


0 .563 


0 .294 


0.143 


/^JEST VIRGINIA 


0 . 1 


22'!f 


1 .000 


0 ,000 


0^00 


WISCONSIN 


1 , 1 


10/318 


0.477 ^ 


0.224 


0 .^98 


WYOMING 


2.0 


1/767 


0,285 


0,233 


0^2 


U. S. TOTAL 


0.8 


368/262 


0.373 


0,217 


0,410 



NOTE: For a discussion of these data, see pages 23-24 and 32. 
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TABLE D-8: SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR INDIVIDUAL STATES 



STATE 



1970 INDIAN 
POVERTY RATE 
ALL AGES 
C t] 



-OPERATED 


SCHOOLS-*- 




+--506 FORMS 


SAMPLE- 






» OF PART A 








TOTAL 


TRIBAL SCHLS 


LEAS 


LEAS IN 


LIMBER 


ENROLLMTS 


IN 193 1 


UNIVERSE 


SAMPLE 


[2] 


C3] 


C4] 


•C5] 


C6] 


— 


- 


0 


6 


.1 


^5 


3,393 


1 




6 




13,217 


2 


50 


10 




- 


0 


* 1 


0 


. 1 


588 


0 


10r^ 


13 


- 


- 


0 


6 


0 


- 


* 


0 


1. 


1 


- 


- 


0 


0 


0 


- 




0 


0 


0 


1 


77 


1 


2 


1 






0 


0 


0 




_ 


0 


0 <) 


0 


— 


- 


2 


8 


1 






0 


o 

c 


1 




— 


0 


1 


0 


_ 


- 


0 


2 


0 * 


— 


- 


0 


5 


1 


- 
_ 


- 
- 


0 
0 


0 

^ - 3 


0 

1 


_ 


- 


0 


1 


1 


_ 


- 


0 


5 


1 


- 




0 


2 


0 


- 


- 


1 


1^ 


8 




- 


2 


.^5 


^ 


7 


1,3 19 


" 0 


0 


0 


_ 


- 


0 


1 


0 


- 


- 




29 


5 


- 


- 


0 


8 


1 


1 


507 


2 


10 


1 






0 


> 0 




- 


- 


0 




# 1 




8,^38 


5 


17 


<\ 




- 


0 


13 


- 2 


1 


1 ,335 


0 


20 ^ 


3 


7 


3,387 


t 


18 


2 




- 


0 




0 


6 


1 ,266 


0 


217 


25 


1 


273 


0 


23 


3 ' 


_ 


- 


0 


0 


0 




- 


0 . 


1 


0 


_ 


- 


0 


0 


0 


19 


^^,339 


3 


2^ 








0 


0 


0 


- 


- 


0 


3 


1 


3 


1 ,2 18 


0 


12 


2 






0 


1 


0 






0 


2 


0 






2 


63 


7 






0 


0 


D 






3^ 


50 


<^ 






2 


6 


1 


172 


39, 357 ^ 


31 


85^^ 


116 



ALABAMA 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

D C 

FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 

HAUAII . 

IDAHO ^ 

ILLINOIS 

INDIANA ' 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY ^ 

LOUISIANA ^ 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 

NEW r;Exico 

NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 

PENNSYLVANIA 

RHODE ISLAND 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

UTAH 

vcr.r:nNT 

VIRGINIA 
. W\3HINGT0N 
WEST VIRGINIA 
^JISCONSIN 
WYCniNG 

U. S. TOTAL 



32 
60 

21 



23 

38 



^5 



5^ 
22 



38 
26 



56 
23 

29 
32 

38 



SOURCES 
Col. 1 



IF, 1970 Census of| Population. 
Cols: 2 and 3: ^atlstlcs Concerning Indian Education, FY 1979. U.S. 



American Indian^ , Vol. 2, No. 



Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Office of Indian 
Education Programs. 
Col. 5 shows the .number of LEAs with Part A funding In 1979-1981 and 
at least 31 Indians, counted for participation. 



TABLE D-9: QCR REPORTS OF INDIAN ENROLLMENTS, 1976 TO 1980 

-19— 1 976 ENROLLriENTS-+ +—1^78 ADJUSTED + + 1^80 ADJUSTED™* 





TOTAL, 


IN LEAS 




% CHANGE 




% CHANGE 




ALL LEAS 


<300 


TOTAL 


FROM 


1976 


TOTAL 


FROM 


1978 


STATE 
^ ^ . 


L 13 


[2]^ 


[3] ^ 


[4] 
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33# 186 
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.'4 
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9 


4 
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.5 
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0 
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29 


. 3 


128 


-"^ 1 


c 


D C 


22 


0 


26 


18 


. 2 


29 


\ \ 




rt UK I uA 


1 , 995 


0 


1,500 


-24 


.8 


1,56 1 


4 


1 




562 


0 


549 


-2 


. 3 


458 


- 1 6 


. 0 


U A 1 1 A T T 
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0 


387 


-39 


. 1 
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^ \ 


X 
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T T^ A LJ n 

IDAHu 


3,091 


11 


3, 038 


^ \ 


7 


4,5>8 


4a 


4 


T 1 1 T VI n T c 

I L L INu IS 


4,17 1 


9 


2, 12 r 


-49 


. 1 > 


2,162 


\ 


Q 
. 7 


T vr T^ T A VI A 

INDIANA 


1 f 357 


0 


775 


-42 


. 9 


915 


* 0 


1 

. ( 


T Dt t A 4 

lUWA \ 


1 ,892 


1 1 


1 , 36 1 


-28 


. 1 


1,021 




0 


!/ A VJ C AC 

K AN5 A5 


2 , 950 


190 


3, 089 


4 


. 7 


2,344 


-24 


1 

. ( 


1/ CVI T fl /* 1/ V 

KtNTUCKY 


3 , 553 


149 


355 


-90 


. 0 


348 


-2 


, 1 


LOUISIANA 


4,103 


0 


3,777 


^7 


. 9 


2,912 


-22 


' Q 
. 7 


MA T If tr 
n A I N t 


735 


36 


6 08 


- 17 


3 


360 


-40 


ft 
. 0 


M A D V 1 A ktn 

nAKYLAriD ^ 


4 , 924 


0 


1 , 554 ' 


- 19 


.2^ 


1 , 183 


-23 


Q 
. 7 


nAbbACHUSETTS 


1,407 


123 


92 1 


-34 


^5 


1,328 


44 


2 


MT^LIT^ A VI 

MICHIGAN 


17,413 


3 10 


17,353 


-0 


. 3 


14,629 


- 1 5 


7 * 


MTVIktCCnT A 

MINN tSuTA 


11,417 


184 


10,680 


-6 


.5 


12,75 1 


19 


4 


MISSISSIPPI 


353 


0 


344 


-2 


.5 


607 


76 


. ^ 


M T C C n 1 1 D T 

MISSuUKI 


2, 197 


94 


1 , 26 1 


-42 


. 6 


1 , 046 ' 


^ - 17 


n 

. u 


M 1 1 T A k 1 A 

MONTANA 


13,35 1 


3,002 


V 12,401 


-7 


. 1 


» 16, 7 94 


35 


4 


VI CD D A C 1/ A 

NcdKASKA 


2 , 568 


777 


v^2 ,540 


- 1 


. \ 


6, 163 


142 


7 


VI tr w A T^ A 

NtVADA 


3, 138 


20 


2, 623 


- 16 


. 4 


3, 054 




4 

■ T 


NEW HAnPSHIRE 


162 


5 


83 . 


-48 


. 7 


68 


- 1 7 


7 


NEW JERSEY 


1,736 


1 


846 


-5 1 


! 3 


954 


1 2 


7 


N€W MEXICO 


23,60 1 


27 


23, 786 


0 


. 8 


20,996 


- 1 1 


7 


NEW YORK 


10,535 


19 


5, 925 


-43 


. 8 


4,690 


-20 


0 


NORTH CAROL I.NA 


16,050 


0 


16,838 


4 , 


\ 9 


18, 153 


7 


ft 

0 


NORTH DAKOTA 


6,208 


1,411 


6 ,^ 170 


-0 . 


6 


2, 925 


- 52 


w 


OHIO V 


2, 104 


1 


2, 124 


1 . 


0 


2, 151 


1 

1 • 




OKLAHOMA 


65,257 


8,654 


65,743 


0 . 


7 


56, 136 


- 14 


u 


OREGON 


7 , 257 


215 


6,748 


»7 


0 


7,837 


16 


1 

• 


OCVIViCXXl tfAVITA 

PENNSYLVANIA 


6,540 


0 


1 , 082 


-83. 


5 


- 3,572 


r3o. 


1 


RHODE ISLAND 


247 


0 


3 16 


28 . 


0 


454 


43 . 


7 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


625 


0 


828 


32. 


5 


822 


-0 . 


7 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


9,121 


466 


8,664 


-5 . 


0 


8,895 


2. 


7 


TENNESSEE 


444 


0 


340 


-23. 


4 


309 


-9. 


0 


TEXAS ) 


4,822 , 


29 


4,420 


-8. 


3 


4,353 


-1. 


5 


UTAH 


4,648 


1 


5,403 


16. 


2 


6, 125 


13. 


4 


VERMONT 


387 1 


14 


178 


-54. 


0 


59 


-67. 


0 


VIRGINIA 


1, 126 / 


0 


827 


-26. 


6 


833 


0. 


7 


WASHINGTON 


19,056/ 


1.129 


16,424 


-13. 


8 


24,384 


48. 


5 


WEST VIRGINIA . 
WISCONSIN 


224 


0 


133 


-40. 


6 


1 18 


-M. 


1 


10,318'. 


28 


9,883 


-4. 


2 \ 


• 6,977 


-29. 


4 


WYOMING 


1,767 


543 


1,417 


-19. 


8 


1,520 


7. 


2 


U. S. TOTAL 


368,262 


21,799 


348,438 


-5. 


4 


326,551 


-6. 


3 



NOTE: Since the 1978 and 1980 OCR surveys did not cover LEAs with total 
enrollments under 300, the figures for these years have been 
adjHisted to include Indian students reported in 1976 in sma-W LEAs 
(Column 2). \ 
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TABLE D-10: COMPARISONS OF 1980 SAMPLE, COMPLETE-COUNT, RACE, ^AND ANCESTRY DATA 
+-TOTAL INDIANS 5-17+ ^ +INDIAN ANCESTRY NOT RACE+ 







RATIO OF 


INDIAN 










COMPLETE 


SAMPLE 


RACE 




RATIO TO 




COUNT 


•TO 


c-c 


(SAMPLE) 


TOTAL 


/ ^ RACE 


TOTA 


STATE 


E13 


■ ^ 


C23 


[33 


[43 


♦ [53 


ALABAMA 


2,005 


1 


.096 


2r20 1 


7,957 


J • 




ALASKA ' 


H,623 


1 


.006 


19,7^5 


604 


n 




- ARIZONA 


50, 


1 


.005 


50,377 


2,020 . 


\l ■ 


n 4 n 

u ^ u 


ARKANSAS 


2,236 


1 


.300 


2,907 


6,6 19- 


<L m 


977 


CALIFORNIA 


50,339 


- 1 


.123 


56,520 • 


15,289 


n 

u . 


07 1 


" COLORADO 


^.730 


1 


. 158 


5,^78 ' 


1,733 


n 

u ■ 


J 1 o 


CONNECTICUT 


1,050 


1 


. 1 12 


T, 168 


'791 


n 


A 7 7 

Off. 


DELAWARE ^ 


26^ 


1 


. 189 


' 3n 


2»7 


n 




D C ^ 




0 


.901 


137 


287 


<m m 


n Q 


FLORIDA 


^, 120 


1 


. 156 


4,763 


8, 106 


1 

1 ■ 


7 n ? 


GEORGIA 


1,690 


1 


. 3 10 


2,2 14 


8, 155 


t 

o . 


0 O J 


HAWAII 


535 


0 


. 9^^ 


505 


197 


1 n 


Q n 


IDAHO 


3,^0^ 


0 


. 976 


4 3,322 ^ 


787 


n 

f u . 


J f 


ILLINOIS 


3,985 


1 


. 125 


4,484 


5,770 


1 

1 a 


PR7 

d O f 


INDIANA 


1,87 1 


1 


. H8 


2, 147 


7,272 


«J ■ 


«J O f 


IOWA 


1,652 


1 


. 170 


1,933 


943 


n 

u . 


•too 


KANSAS* 


3,832 


1 


.089 


' 4, 173 


2,554 


n 

u . 


A 1 P 

Q 1 <m 


KENTUCKY 


731 


1 


.213 


887 


7,216 


• 

o . 


1 J ^ 


LOUISIANA 


3,^31 


0 


. 978 


3,355 


3,346 


n 

u . 


Q 97 

7 7 f 


MAINE 


1 ,283 


0 


.956 


1,226 


679 


n 


J- J t 


MARYLAND 


' 2, 103 


1 


.0^5 


2, 198 


2,857 


1 . 


T n n 
J u u 


MASSACHUSETTS ' 


1,920 


1 


.3^6 


2,585 


.763 


u . 


^ Q R 


MICHIGAN 


12,^89 


1 


.110 


13,865 


5,664 


u . 


6 n Q 

t U 7 


MINNESOTA 


1 1,^0^ . 


1 


. 079 


12,302 




n 


n R A 
u ^ o 


MISSISSIPPI 


1,816 


1 


. 151 


2,090 


2^66 




J d J 


MISSOURI 


2,858 


1 


. 073 


3,067 


6,595 


& • 


1 R n 

1 J u 


MONTANA 


11,66 1 


1 


.02^ 


1 1,945 


590 


n 

u . 


n 4 <) 


NEBRASKA 


2,933 


1 


.003 


2,943 


512 


n 

u . 


17 4 


NEVADA 


3,712 


0 


. 980 


3,636 


433 


n 

U . 


1 1 Q 

I I 7 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 


291 


0 


.880 


256 


318 


1 

1 a 




NEW JERSEY 


1 , 921 


1 


.198 . 


2,302 


1,865 


n 

u . 


A 1 n 


NEW ME>>ICO 


33,073 


1 


. 0 16 


33,604 


1, 143 


n 

u . 


U *) T 


NEW YOl.K 


9,820 


1 


. 136 


1 1, 155 


5,920 


n 

u . 




NORTH CAROLINA 


18,513 


1 


.0 19 


18,863 


6,448 


n 


«J ^ c> 


'NORTH DAKOTA 


6,709 


1 


.003 


6,727 


1^5 


n 

u ■ 




OHIO 


2,830 


1 


. 193 


3,376 


9,770 


, 2. 


894 


OKLAHOMA ^ 


^8, 905 


1 


. 007 


49,242 


10,469 


- 0 . 


2 13 


OREGON 


7,79^ 


1 


. 108 


8,^38 


2,877 


0 . 


333 


PENNSYLVANIA 


2,259 


1 


14*) 


2,587 


2,826 


1 . 


092 


RHODE ISLAND 


790 


1 


. I'^ia, ^ 


876 


306 


0. 


349 




1 f ^ J Ct 


1 


n T i 

.07 6 


1,562 


3,006 


1 . 


924 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


' 15,321 


1 


.039 


15,925 


283 


0. 


0 18 


TEN NESSEE 


1,016 


1 


.325 


1 d A 
1 , J 4 D 


R . A7 A 


6. 


596 


TEXAS 


8,925 


1 


.2^7 


11,130 


14,919 


1 . 


340 


UTAH 


6,767 


1 


. 058 


• n7, 159 


397 


0. 


055 


VERflONT 


260 


1 


. 050. 


^273 


248 


0 . 


908 


VIRGINIA 


1 , 906 


1 


. 058 


2,0 17 


5,6 18 


2. 


v785 


WASHINGTON 


. 17,565 


1 


.010 . 


-17,741 


3, 134 




177 


WEST VIRGINIA 


320 


1 


. 372 


439 


3,844 




756 


WISCONSIN 


9,320 


1 


. 033 . 


9,626 


74 1 




077 


WYOMING 


2,096 


1 


. 186 


2,486 


474 




191 


U. S. TOTAL 


^05,829 


1 


. 059 


429,817 


185, 146 




431 



NOTS- "Indian ancestry children" had no second (non-Indian) ancestry 

reported, but were not reported to be American Indian, Eskimo, or 
Aleut on the Census race questioft. 
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